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PRE F ACE. 


--+- 


" N O portion of Church History has been so much ne- 
glected in recent times as the History of the Councils. 
'Vith the exception of a few monographs on particular synods, 
nothing of importance has appeared on this subject in our 
days. It is high time that this state of things should be altered, 
and altered not by a mere adaptation of old materials, but by 
a treatment of the subject suited to the wants of the present 
day. This has become less difficult, inasmuch as new docu- 
ments have been brought to light, and ,ve live in an age 
when many errors have been abandoned, many prejudices 
have been put on one side, great progress has been made in 
critical studies; and a deeper insight into the development of 
the Christian Church has undoubtedly been gained. 


" I have been employed for a good many years in the com- 
position of a History of the Councils of the Oh
lrch, ,vhich 
should be of a comprehensive character, and founded upon 
original documents. I may affirm that I have spared no 
pains to secure accuracy, and have done my best to consult 
all the literature which bears upon the subject." 


The hopes which Dr. Hefele thus expressed in his preface 
to the first volume of his History have been abundantly ful- 
filled. He has not only supplied an ackno,vledged want in his 
own country in a manner ,vhich leaves little to desire, but 
he has brought within the reach of all German scholars an 
amount of infonnation in connection with the ancient councils 
,vhich is to be found only in part even in those large collec- 
tions of Hardouin and J\iansi, 'v hich are seldom to be met 
,vith in private libraries. It is to be hoped that the interest 
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manifested in that portion of his ,york ,vhich is translated in 
this vohune Inay induce the publishers to carry it for,vard at 
least to the close of the fourth CEclullenical Council. 


The Translator ,vas at first in doubt as to the best form in 
,vhich to present this History to the English public,-,vhether 
in the form of a paraphrase, in which case it must have been 
alnlost an original ,york, or as a sirnple translation. Various 
considerations induced him to adopt the latter course. There 
,vas little difficulty in doing so, as Dr. Hefele's German style, 
unlike that of many of his Protestant fello,v -countrynlen, is 
generally lucid and intelligible. The Editor, when he first 
undertook the ,york of preparing the History for English 
readers, intended to add a number of notes frorfi writers ,vho 
regard the subject from a different point of view. This he 
afterwards found to be unnecessary, and the additional notes 
àre accordingly very few. Dr. Hefele is so fair in the state- 
ment of facts, that every reader luay very easily dra\v his 
conclusions for himself. 


All possible care has been taken to make the references 
and quotations correct. It is ahnost certain, ho\vever, that 
slight mistakes may still be found in these pages; and the 
Editor will gratefully receive any corrections ,vhich Inay be 
forwarded to him, and make use of them should a second 
edition of the work be called for. 


Since ,vriting the above, the Editor has received a very 
kind letter from the Author, which he desires to ackno\vledge 
the more gratefully, from the fact that he had delayed to 
write to Dr. Hefele until after the ,york of translation ,vas 
considerably advanced. This delay was not, however, volun- 
tary. At the time 'v hen the translation ,vas begun, the 
Bishop bad gone to Rome to take part in the Vatican 
Council, and it was felt that at such a tinle it ,vould be 
unsuitable to address him. After the close of the Council, 
the Editor 'vas himself engaged in various ways; but be has 
no\v the satisfaction of making various corrections \vhich 
have been most kindly for\varded to hhn by the Author. 
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l\lost of these have been inserted in their proper place; 
but the follo,ving correction is of so nluch Ï1nportance, 
that it has been thought better to introduce it here. At 
p. 50, line 4, the Author wishes the follo,ving passage to 
be substituted for that ,vhich previously appeared :-Erase 
frolll "1\lartin v." (line 4) to "a general theory" (line 15), 
and substitute: cc When, therefore, Martin v. declared at 
the last session of the Council of Constance, that he ap- 
proved and ratified all that had been decreed by the present 
holy {Ecumenical Council of Constance in 'lnateriis fidei con- 
cilia1.itcr (that is, by the whole Council, and not merely by 
individual nations), this approval had inlmediate reference 
only to the special matter of Falkenberg (see vol. vii. p. 368 
of Hefele's Ooncilicngeschichte): he said nothing at all on the 
decrees respecting the superiority of an æcumenical council to 
the Pope; and if this Pope, in the bull of the 22d February 
1418, required of everyone the recognition of the Council 
of Constance as being æcumenical, and that all which it had 
decreed in favorem fidei et salutem animar
lm must be re- 
ceived and believed (vol. vii. p. 347), he evidently avoided 
giving it a complete and universal confirmation. His ,vords, 
,vhich we have quoted above, have a decidedly restrictive 
character. He indicated by them that he excluded some of 
the decrees of the Council from his approbation (evidently 
those referring to the superiority of the Council); but for 
the sake of peace, he did not choose to express himself more 
clearly. His successor, Eugenius IV., declared himself with 
greater distinctness in 1446, when he accepted the whole 
Council of Constance, and all its decrees, absq
le tarnen præj
l- 
dicio iuris, dignitatis, et præc'lninentiæ sedis apostolicæ. There 
can be no question that by this he intended to exclude from 
his approbation the decrees of Constance respecting the supe- 
riority of an æcumenical synod to the Pope." 
 


The Editor has to thank several friends 
attention to a few mistakes in the first 
any be still detected in the present, he 
for their being pointed out. 


for directing his 
edition. Should 
,vill be gra teful 
W. R. C. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


SEC. 1. 01'igin and Authority oj Oouncils. 


T HE two synonymous expressions, concilÚt1ì
 and UVVODOÇ, 
signify primarily any kind of assembly, even a secular 
one; but in the n10re restricted sense of a Church assembly, 
i.c. of a regularly convoked meeting of the rulers of the 
Church for the discussion and decision of ecclesiastical busi- 
ness, the ,vord concilium is found for the first tÏIne in Ter- 
tullian/ and UVVOðO
 in the Apostolical Oanons;2 while the 
Apostolical Oonstitutions 3 designate even the ordinary meetings 
of Christians for divine service by the nalne of UÚVOðO
.. 
That the origin of councils is derived fron1 the Apostolic 
Synod held at Jerusaleln about the year 52,4 is undoubted; but 
theologians are not agreed as to ,vhether they ,vere instituted 
by divine or by hUlnan authority. The true ans,ver to this 
question is as follows: They are an apostolical institution; but 
the apostles, ,vhen they instituted them, acted under the con1- 
mission 'v hich they received from Christ, other\vise they could 
not have published the decisions of their synod with the 
words, "It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us." They 
n1ust have been convinced that the Lord of the Church had 
promised and had granted His Spirit to the asselnblies of the 
Church. . 
Later synods have acted and spoken in the san1e conviction, 
that the IIoly Ghost governed the assemblies of the Church; 
and Cyprian in his tin1e ,vrote, 5 in the nalne of the Council 


1 De Jej'un.. c. 13. 
, Acts xv. . 


2 C. 36, alias 37 or :38. 
ó Ep. 54. 
À 


3 L. v. c. 20. 
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over ,vhich he presided, A.D. 252, to Pope Cornelius: "It 
seellled good to us, under the guidance of the Holy Spirit"1 
(Plac
tit nobis, Sancto SpÍ1'it
" sugge1'cnte). To the saIne effect 
the Synod of Arles, .A.D. 314, expressed itself: "It seen1ed 
good, therefore, in the presence of the Holy Spirit and His 
angels" (Placuit ergo, pTæsente Spiritu Sancto ct angelis cfns: 
Hardouin, Collect. Concil. t. i. p. 262). And it ,vas this con- 
viction, ,vhich ,vas so universal, that led the Enlperor Con- 
stantine the Great to call the decree of the Synod of ArIes 
a heavenly judgment (cæleste i
"dicium); and he added, that the 
judgment of the priests ought to be so received as though the 
Lord Himself sat and judged (sacerdot
lm iudiciu'}1
 ita debet 
haberi, ac si ipse DOMINUS resiclens fudicet). Twenty years 
later he again publicly expressed the same belief, at the close 
of the first æculllenical council at Nicæa, in these ,vords: 
"What seelHed good to the three hundred holy bishops (that 
is, the members of the Nicene Synod) is no otherváse to be 
thought of than as the judgn1ent of the only Son of God" 
(Quod trecentis sanctis cpiscopis viSU1n cst, non est aliud pulan- 
du/;n, quam solius Filii Dei sententia). 1 In perfect agreenlent 
with this are the testimonies of all the ancient Fathers, Greek 
as ,yell as Latin, of Athanasius as of Augustine and Gregory 
the Great, the latter of ,vhom goes so far as to con1pare the 
authority of the first four general councils ,vith the inlportance 
()f the four holy Gospels. 2 
The earliest synods known to us were held about the 111iddle 
of the second Christian century in Asia Minor: they ,yere 
occasioned by the rise of Montanism. It is, ho,vever, not 
improbable that such assenlblies ,vere held earlier in the Greek 
Church, perhaps on account of the Gnostics, inasmuch as the 
Greeks from the earliest times had Inore inclination, and also 
greater need, for synods, than those of the Western Church. 
SEC. 2. DiffeTent kinds of Synods. 
It has been custolnary, in dealing ,vith ecclesiastical statis- 
tics, to divide the councils into four classes; but they may 
be more accurately divided into eight, since there have actually 
been ecclesiastical asselnblies of the kinds described under 
1 lIard. i. 447. 2 Lib. i. Ep. 25. 
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the follo,ving nunlbers,-t,vo, five, seven, and eight. Foremost 
of all stand,- 
1. The UniveTsal or CEC'lJ/J1Mnical Oouncils, at 'which the 
bishops and other privileged persons 1 from all the ecclesias- 
tical provinces of the ,vorld 2 are summoned to be present 
under the presidency of the Pope or his legates, and are 
bound to attend, unless in case of reasonable hindrance; and 
whose decisions are then received by the ,vhole Church, and 
have the force of law for all the faithful. Hence it is clear 
that a council may possibly be intended to be æcumenical, 
and be summoned as such, and yet not receive the rank of an 
æcumenical synod,-as ,vhen its progress is stopped, or when 
it does not accomplish its object, or becomes divided, and the 
like; and for such reasons does not receive the approval of 
the whole Church, and particularly of the Pope. So it was 
,vith the so-called Latrocinium or Robber-Synod at Ephesus, 
A.D. 449. The bishops of all provinces were summoned, and 
the papal legates ,vere present; but violence ,vas used "\vhich 
prevented free discussion, so that error prevailed: and this 
Synod, instead of being recorded with honour, is marked ,vith 
a brand on the page of history. 
2. The second rank is given to General OO'l(;ncils or Synods 
of the Latin or Greek Church, at ,vhich ,vere present the 
bishops and other privileged persons either of the whole Latin 
or of the whole Greek Church, and thus only the representa- 
tives of one-half of the whole Church. Thus, in the first in- 
stance, the Synod held at Constantinople, A.D. 381, ,vas only 
a Greek or Eastern general council, at ,vhich were present 
all the four Patriarchs of the East,-those of Constantinople, 
of Alexandria, of Antioch, and of Jerusalem, with nlany other 
metropolitans and bishops. As, however, this Synod ,vas 
afterwards received by the West, it acquired the rank of an 
æcumenical council. 
3. When the bishops of only one patriarchate or primacy 
(i.e. of a diocese, in the ancient sense of the word), or of only 


1 Of these, more hereafter. 
2 o;"oVfl-í v 'J7. Not merely of the Roman Empire, as Spittler supposed (Complete 
Works, viii. p. 175), although in the ancient Church the boundaries of tb.e 
Church very nearly coincideù with those of the Roman Empire. 
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one kingdom or nation, assembled under the presidency of the 
patriarch, or primate, or first metropolitan, then ,ve have re- 
spectively a national, or patTia1
chal, or prÍ1natial council, 
,vhich frequently received the name of 
tniVe1
sal or plena?:} 
('universale or plenaTiu1n).1 The bishops of the Latin Church 
in Africa, for instance, metropolitans and suffragans, often as- 
sembled in synods of this kind under the Primate of Carthage; 
and in the same ,yay the archbishops and bishops of all Spain 
under their prinlate, the Archbishop of Toledo. In still earlier 
tinles, the metropolitans and bishops of Syria assembled under 
the Archbishop of Antioch, their supreme metropolitan, after- 
wards called by the na1l1e of Patriarch. 
4. A P'i'01,:incial Synod is considerably smaller, and is formed 
by the metropolitan of an ecclesiastical province, with his 
suffragan bishops and other privileged persons. 
5. Internlediate bet,yeen the third and fourth classes are 
those synods, ,vhich are not uncommon in the history of the 
Church, in ,vhich the bishops of several contiguous ecclesias- 
tical provinces united for the discussion of subjects of comnlon 
interest. They Inay be called the Councils of sC1:cral United 
Provinces; and they rank lo,yer than the national or primatial 
synod in this respect, that it is not the complete provinces of 
a nation or of a priulacy which are represented in them. 
6. By Diocesan Synods .we understand those ecclesiastical 
assenlblies ,yhich the bishop holds ,vith his clergy, and over 
,vhich he presides either personally or by his vicar-general 
7. Councils of a peculiar and even abnormal character, and 
kno,vn as CJ'lJVODO(, ÈVD1}fLOvua(, (Synods of Residents), ,vere often 
held at Constantinople, when the Patriarch not unfrequently 
asselnbled around him bishops ,vho happened to be staying 
(ÈVD1}fLOVVTEÇ) at Constantinople on private or other business, 
froln provinces and patriarchates the most widely separated, 
for the discussion of important subjects, particularly for the 
decision of contests bet,veen the bishops themselves. 2 We 
shall have occasion to adduce nlore on this subject ,vhen ,ve 


1 cr. an article: by the author in the TÜùin[Jer Tlteolo[J. Quartalsclt1'ift, lS.;
, 
lIt. iii. p. 406. 
2 cr. the h'eatise of Quesnel, De Vita, etc., S. Leonis .lJf., Op. S. Leonis, t. ii. 
p. 521 fl: (ed. Ballerilli). 
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come to discuss the ninth and twenty-eighth canons of 
Chalcedon. 
8. Last of all, there appear in history not a fe,v J.lixccl 
Councils (concilia 1nixta) ; assenlblies in ,vhich the ecclesiastical 
and civil rulers of a kingdonl meet together in order to take 
counsel on the affairs of Church and State. "\Ve come across 
them particularly in the beginning of the n1Ïcldle ages,-not 
unfrequently in France, in Germany, in England, in Spain, 
and in Italy. Of this character are the fourth to the seventh 
Synods of Toledo, 11lany synods held under Pepin, under 
Charles the Great [Charlemagne] and his successors, among 
others the Synod of l\1ainz, A.D. 852, and that held in the 
yea,r 876 in the Palatiu1n apud TicÍ11/lf/ln, at ,vhich the elec- 
tion of Charles the Fat ,vas approved by the bishops and 
princes of Italy.l We shall further on meet ,vith several 
English mixed councils, at ,vhich even abbesses Yvere present. 
..t\.ll such assemblies ,vere naturally summoned by the ICing, 
,vho presided and brought forward the points ,vhich had to 
1e discussed. The discussion was either carried on in common, 
or the clergy and the nobility separated, and formed different 
chambers,-a chamber of nobles, and a chamber of bishops, 
-the latter discussing only ecclesiastical questions. The de- 
cisions ,vere often promulgated in the form of royal decrees. 2 
Six grounds for the convocation of great councils, particu- 
larly æcumenical councils, are generally enumerated: 
1. 'Vhen a dangerous heresy or schism has arisen. 
2. When t,yO Popes oppose each other, and it is doubtful 
which is the true one. 
3. When tbe question is, ,vhether to decide upon sonlO 
great and universal undertaking against the enemies of the 
Christian name. 
4. 'Then the Pope is suspected of heresy or of other 
serious faults. 
5. When the cardinals have been unable or un,villing to 
undertake the election of a Pope. 
6. "\Vhen it is a question of the reformation of the Church, 
in its head and melllbers. 


1 Hard. vi. 169. 
z Cr. Salmon, Tratté de l'Etudc des Conciles, p. 851 fl., Paris 1726. 
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Besides these, there lllay be nlany other kinds oÎ reasons 
for the convocation of snlaller synods; but all must have 
reference to the one supreme aml of all councils-" the pro- 
nlotion of the \vell-being of the Church through the mutual 
consultation of its pastors." In the ancient Church there 
,vere very many synods assembled, in order to resolve the 
contests of the bishops with one another, and to exan1Ïne 
the charges brought against sonle of their number. 
SEC. 3. By 
vhor;
 a1
e Synods convoked? 
If it is asked \vho convokes councils, there can be no con- 
troversy with regard to the greatest number of the eight kinds 
just specified. It is undoubted, that the ecclesiastical head of 
the diocese, the bishop, has to sumlnon the diocesan synod; 
the ecclesiastical head of the province, the nletropolitan, the 
provincial synod; the ecclesiastical head of a nation, a patri- 
archate, etc., the patriarch or prÏ1nate, either at his own in- 
stance or at the wish of another, as of the sovereign, calls a 
national or primatial synod. It is equally clear, that \vhen 
several provinces meet in a conlbined synod, the right of con- 
vocation belongs to the Inost distinguished among the Inetro- 
politans \vho nleet. At the (T'ÚVODO
 ÈVD'lJJ.Lovua, it ,vas, of 
course, naturally exercised by the Bishop of Constantinople. 
Consequently, and from the very nature of the case, the sunl- 
nlons to an æcumenical council 111ust go forth from the æcu- 
lllenical head of the Church, the Pope; except in the case, 
\vhich is hardly an exception, in \vhich, instead of the Pope, 
the telllporal protector of the Church, the Elllperor, \vith the 
previous or subsequent approval and consent of the Pope, 
summons a council of this kind. The case is similar ,,,ith 
the other synods, particularly national synods. In the case 
of these, too, the temporal protector of the Church has occa- 
sionally issued the summons instead of the ecclesiastical ruler; 
and this not merely in ancient tinles in the Græco-lionlan. 
Church, but also later in the GenTIan and TIolllan States. 
Thus, e.g., Constantine the Great convoked the Synod of Arles 
in 314, and Theodosius the Great the Synod of Constan- 
tinople (already 111entioned) in 381, in concert \vith the four 
Eastern patriarchs; Child ebert, king of the Franks, a national 
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synod at Orleans in the year 549 / and Charles the Great, 
in the year 794, the great Synod of Frankfurt. 2 Even the 
Arian sovereign, Theodoric the Great, at the beginning of the 
sixth century, gave orders for the discontinuance of several 
orthodox synods at Rome. Further exanlples are noted by 
Hardouin. 3 
Anlong those councils ,vhich were called by' the emperors, 
the latter undertook many kinds of expenses, particularly the 
expense of travelling incurred by the nUluerous bishops, for 
,yhom they ordered houses and carriages to be put at their 
disposal at the public expense. This 'was done by Constan- 
tine the Great at the calling of the Synods of ArIes and 
Kicæa. They also provided for the entertainluent of the 
bishops during the sitting of those .asselublies. 4 At the later 
councils-those of Florence and Trent, for exanlple-many 
of the expenses ,vere borne by the Popes, the Christian 
princes, and the cities in 'W hich the synods ,vere held. 
Bellarmin endeavoured to prove,5 that it ,vas formally 
recognisec1 in the ancient Church that the calling of synods 
belonged to the hierarchical chiefs and the summoning of 
æcumenical councils in particular to the Pope; but several 
of the passages ,vhich he adduces in proof are from the 
Pseudo- Isidore, and therefore destitute of all importance, 'while 
others rest upon an incorrect explanation of the ,vords re- 
ferred to. Thus, Bellarmin appeals above all to the legates 
of Leo T., ,vho at the fourth illcumenical Council-that of 
chalcedon in 451- had demanded the deposition of the 
Patriarch Dioscurus of Alexandria, because he had ventured 
to call an æcumenical council without permission frOlU Rome. 
Their ,vords are: uvvODov ÈTÓÀJ.L7JUe 7ïOti}uaL È7ïtTp07fi}Ç; DíXa 
TOÛ ùr;rouToÀtKOÛ Bpóvov. 6 In their obvious 11leaning, these 
,vords bear the sense indicated, and they are generally so ex- 
l)lainecl As, ho,vever, Pope Leo the Great had, by sending 
his legates, recognised and confirmed the sunlmoning of the 


1 Harll. ii. 1443. 2 Hard. iv. 882. 
3 Hard. xi. 1078. 
4 Euseb. Eeel. Hist. x. 5, p. 392, ed. ltlog. ; De Vita Const. h y . 6,!}. 
6 Disp1.ltationes, t. i. L i. c. 12. 
6 Hard. Coll. Cone. t. ii. p. 68; :Mansi, t. vi. p. 581. 
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Latrocinium, l or Robber-Synod - for it is to this that the 
reference is made - we are under the necessity of under- 
standing that Dioscurus was accused at chalcedon of thrust- 
ing the papal legates into the background, and taking the 
direction and presidency of the Council into his o\vn hands. 
This is the way in \vhich it is understood by the Ballerini 2 
and by Arendt. 3 At the same time, it must not be over- 
looked that the general nature of the expression of which 
the papal legates made choice at chalcedon, certainly in- 
volves the other side of the papal clain1, and in1plies not 
only the right to preside over synods, but to convoke them. 
Bellarn1Ïn appeals further to the seventh illcumenical 
Council, \vhich in its sixth session rejected the iconoclastic 
Synod of 754, and refused to recognise it as æcull1enical, for 
this very reason, that the summons for its assembling did not 
go forth from the Pope. 'Vhat the Synod does in fact say, 
however, is, that "this Synod had not the Roman Pope as its 
" ( ' " ",.. t p , , ) 4 
co-operator ou" EU'XE uVVEpryOlJ TOV TWV CJJJ.LatWV 7Ta7Tav . 
There is nothing said in particular of the Pope's taking part 
or not in the sU/lnrnoning of the Synod. 
On' the other hand, it is perfectly certain that, according to 
Socrates/ Julius T., even in his time, about the year 341, ex- 
pressed the opinion that it ,vas an ecclesiastical canon, J.L
 OE'iV 
" ,.. , , C p , 'Y.' , "\ ' 
';Tapa ryVWJ.L1}V TOU E7TtUK07TOV WJ.L7]'t "aVOVL':JHV Ta
 EKKI\'7]ULar:; ; 
and there can be no doubt, if these \vords are Üllpartially con- 
sidered, that they n1ean that it ,vas" not la\vful to pass canons 
of universal obligation at synods 'without the consent of the 
Bishop of Ronle." The question which is here to be decided, 
ho,vever, is this: "\Vho, as a matter of fact, called or co-ope- 
rated in calling. the æcumenical synods 
 And the ans\ver 
is: The first eight æcumenical synods \vere convoked by tho 
Emperors, all later ones by the Popes; but even in the case of 
the early synods, there is a certain participation of the Pope 


1 See, for an account of this Synol1, :Milman, Lat. Christianity, vol. i. p. 190. 
-ED. 
2 S. Leonis, Opp. t. ii. p. 460, not. 15. 
3 ltf onographie üb. P. Leo d. Gr. S. 270. 
4 Hard. iv. 327. 
5 Hist. Eccl. ii. 17. 
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in convoking them, which in individual cases is l1101'e or less 
. 
clearly seen. 
1. The fact that the summons to the first <Ecumenical 
Synod proceeded from the Emperor Constantine the Great, 
cannot be disputed. l As, he-wever, none of the letters have 
conle do,vn to us, ,ve cannot tell ,vhether they referred to any 
consultation ,vith the Pope. On the other hand, it is un- 
deniable that the sixth CEcu1l1enical Synod in 680 expressly 
asserted 2 that the Synod of Nicæa ,vas sunlmoned by the 
Emperor and Pope Sylvester (KwvCTTavT'ivo
 Ó àEtCTEßÉaTaTor;; 
\ 
 "' ß 
 , ,
 \, N ' ,"' \' 
Ka
 
 I."" EaTpo
 0 aOLOtJLO
 T1ìV EV tKaUf }LE',/a/\'7]v TE Kat 7rEpt- 
ßÀE7rTOV CTVVÉÀEryOV CTÚVOðOV).3 The sanle is stated in the 
ancient Libe'r Pontifiealis 4 attributed to Pope Dalnasus; and if 
this authority be considered of slight value, the inlportance of 
the former must be adn1Ïtted. Had the sixth CEcumenical 
Council been held in the "Vest, or at nome itself, its testi- 
mony might perhaps seem partial; but as it took place at 
Constantinople, and at a time ,vhen the bishops of that place 
had already appeared as rivals of the Bishop of Rome, and 
rnoreover the Greeks formed by far the greater nUlnber present 
at the Synod, their testÏ1nony for Ronle must be regarded as 
of great importance. Hence even Rufinus, in his continua- 
tion of the Ecclesiastical IIi story of Eusebius,5 says that the 
Emperor sUlnmoned the Synod of Nicæa at the suggestion of 
the priests (ex sententia saeerdotu/ln); and certainly, if several 
bishops ,vere consulted on the subject, among them must 
have been the chief of theln all, the Bishop of Itolne. 
2. 'Vith regard to the second illcumenical Synod, it is COlll- 
monly asserted,6 that the bishops ,vho conlposed it themselves 
declared that they ,vere assenlbled at Constantinople in ac- 
cordance ,vith a letter of Pope Danlasus to the Elnperor Theo- 
dosius the Great? nut the dOCUnlel1t ,vhich has been relied 


1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 6. 
2 This was more than 300 years after, and we know not on what authority 
the statement was made.-ED. 
3 Hard. iii. 1417. 
4 Cf. an article by Dr. Hefele in the Tilbinger QuartalsclLrift, 1845, S. 320 ff. 
5 Lib. i. c. i. 
ð Even by Hefele himself, in Aschbach's Kircltenlexicon, Bd. 2, S. 161. 
7 Theodoret; Rist. Eccl. v. 9. 
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upon as authority, refers not to the Synod of the year 381, 
the second æcumenical, but, as ,ve shall sho'w further on in 
the history of this Council, to the Synod of the year 382,1 
,vhich actually did meet in accordance ,vith the ,vish of Pope 
Damasus and the 'Vestern Synod at Aquileia, but was not 
æcunlenical. It is ,vithout effect, moreover, that Baronius 
appeals to the sixth illcumenical Council to prove that Pope 
Damasus had a part in the calling of the second illcumenical 
Synod. For ,vhat the Council says is this: "\Yhen Macedonius 
spread abroad a false doctrine respecting the Holy Spirit, 
Theodosius and Danlasus imnlediately opposed hÏ111, and Gre- 
gory of N azianzus and N ectarius (his successor in the See of 
Constantinople) assenlbled a synod in this royal city." 2 This 
passage is obviously too vague and indefinite to afford grounds 
for concluding that Pope Damasus co-operated in the sum- 
moning of the Synod. Nay 1110re, the ,vords, "Gregory of 
N azianzus and N ectarius assenlbled a synod," rather exclude 
than include the co-operation of Damasus. Besides, it should 
not be forgotten that the Synod in question, held A.D. 381, as 
,ve have already renlarked, ,vas not originally regarded as 
æcumenical, and obtained this rank at a later period on its 
being received by the "\Vest. It ,vas sumnloned as a general 
council of the Greek or Eastern Church; and if the Pope had 
no share in convoking it, no inference can be dra,vn fronl 
this fact unfavourable to his claim to sunlmon æcumenical 
synods. 
3. The third illculnenical Council at Ephesus, in the year 
431, ,vas sunlnloned, as the Acts prove,3 by the Emperor 
Theodosius, in union with his "\Vestern colleague Valentinian 
III. It is clear, however, that the Pope Celestine I. concurred, 
from his letter to Theodosius, dated May 15, 431, in ,vhich 
he says that he cannot personally be present at the Synod, but 
will send his representatives. 4 Still more distinct is his letter 
to the Council itself, dated J\lay 8, 431, in ,vhich he sets 
before the assenlbled bishops their duty t.) protect the orthodox 


1 Cf. the notes of Valesius to Theodoret; Hist. Eccl. v. 9. 
2 Hard. iii. p. 1419. 
3 }'lansi, t. iv. p. 1111 ; Hard. t. i. p. 1343. 
4 :Mansi, iv. 1291; Hard. i. 1473. 
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faith, expresses his expectation that they ,viII agree to the 
sentence ,vhich he has already pronounced upon Nestorius, 
and adds that he has sent his legates, in order that they Inay 
give effect to this sentence at Ephesus. 1 The members of 
the Synod thelnselves SR\V and ackno,vledged that there ,vas 
here not merely an assent to the con vocation of the Synod, 
but also directions for their guidance, inasmuch as they de- 
clare, in their most solemn act, the sentence of condemnation 
against N estorius: "Compelled by the canons and by the 
letter of our most holy father and fello,v-servant Celestine, 
Bishop of llonle, ,ve have come to this sad sentence of con- 
demnation upon Nestorius."2 They expressed the saIne 'when 
they said that" the letter of the Apostolic See (to Cyril, which 
he had cOlnmunicated to the Synod of Ephesus) had already 
set forth the sentence and rule to be follo,ved ('Ý'
cþov Kaì 
rrú7rov) in the case of Nestorius; and they, the assembled 
bishops, had, in accordance w"ith this judgment, followed up 
this rule."3 It is herein clearly acknowledged that the Pope 
had not sinlply, like other bishops, so to speak, passively 
agreed to the conyocation of the Synod by the Emperor, but 
had actively prescribed to the Synod rules for their guidance; 
and had thus, not in the literal sense, but in a sense higher 
and more real, called them to their ,vork. 
4. The manner in ,vhich the fourth CEcumenical Synod at 
chalcedon, A.D. 451, met together, ,ve learn from several letters 
of Pope Leo I., and of the Enlperors Theodosius II. and J\1ar- 
ciano Immediately after the end of the unhappy TIobber- 
Synod, Pope Leo requested the Elnperor Theodosius II. (October 
13, 449) to bring together a greater council, assembled frOln 
all parts of the world, ,vhich might best nleet in Italy.4 He 
repeated this request at Christmas in the same year, 5 and be- 
sought the Emperor of the "\Vest also, Valentinian III., together 
,vith his ,vife and mother, to support his request at the Byzan- 
tine court. 6 Leo rene,ved his petition on the 16th of July 
450, but at the sanle time expressed the opinion that the 


1 :Mansi, l.c. p. 1283; Hard. r. 1467. 

 :Mansi, T. c. p. 1226; Hard. l. C. p. 1431. 
4 Leo. Ep. 44 (ed. Ballerini, t. i. p. 910). 
6 Epp. 55-58. 


3 HarJ. l. c. p. 1472. 
5 Ep. 54. 
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Council would not be necessary, if the bishops ,vithout it 
would subscribe an orthodox confession of faith. l About this 
time Theodosius II. died, and was succeeded by his sister S. 
Pulcheria and her husband l\farcian. Both of then1 intin1ated 
immediately to the Pope their disposition to call the Synod 
which had been desired, and l\1arcian in particular asked the 
Pope to ,vrite and inform him ,vhether he would attend per- 
sonally or by legates, so that the necessary invitations might 
be issued to the Eastern bishops.2 But Pope Leo no,v ,vished 
at least for a postponement of the Council. He ,vent even so 
far as to say that it ,vas no longer necessary; a change in his 
vie"ws which has often been made a ground of reproach to 
him, but .which ,vilI be thoroughly discussed and justified at 
the proper place in this Hist01
Y of tlw Councils. 'Ve ,viII only 
point out, at present, that ,vhat Leo had Inentioned in his 
69th letter, during the lifetime of Theodosius II., as a reason 
for dispensing with the Council, had actually taken place 
under l\1arcian and. Pulcheria, inasllluch as nearly all the 
bishops ,vho had taken part in the Robber-Synod had re- 
pented of their error, and in conjunction ,vith their orthodox 
colleagues had signed the cpistola dogmatica of Leo to Flavian, 
,vhich was, in the highest sense, an orthodox confession of 
faith. Moreover, the incursions of the Huns in the West had 
made it then impossible for the Latin bishops to leave their 
homes in any great number, and to travel to the distant 
chalcedon; ,vhilst Leo naturally ,vished, in the interest of 
orthodoxy, that many of the Latins should be present at the 
Synod. Other motives contributed to the same desire; alnong 
these the fear, which the result proved to be "\\"'e11 grounded, 
that the Synod might be used for the purpose of altering the 
hierarchical position of the Bishop of Constantinople. As, 
however, the En1peror l\larcian had already convoked the 
Synod, the Pope gave his consent to its assembling, appointed 
legates, and wrote to the Synod describing their duties and 
business. 3 And thus he could say ,vith justice, in his later 
epistle, addressed to the bishops assembled at Chalcedon,4 
that the Council was assembled "by the comn1alld of the 


I Ep. 69. 
3 Epp. 89-95. 



 Epp. 73 and 76, among those of S. Leo. 
4 Ep. 114. 
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Christian princes, and with the consent of the Apostolic See" 
(ex præcepto Christiano'J'1lm p'J'incipum ct ex consenS
l apos- 
tolicæ sedis); as, on the other hand, the En1peror at an earlier 
period wrote to the Pope, "The Synod is to be held te auctore." 1 
The Pope's share in convoking the Council of Chalcedon was, 
n10reover, so universally acknowledged, that, soon after, the 
Bishop of J\fæsia said, in a letter to the Byzantine En1peror 
Leo: "Many bishops are assen1bled at Chalcedon by the order 
of Leo the Roman Pontiff, ,vho is truly the head of the bishops" 
(pc')" juss-ioncm Leonis Romani Pontificis, qui vere caput episco- 
p01"llm). 2 
5. There can be no doubt that the fifth <Ecumenical Synod 
in the year 5 5 3, like the first four, ,vas convoked by the 
En1peror (Justinian I.); but it is also certain that it was not 
,vithout conslùtation ,vith the Pope. Vigilius says hin1self 
that he had agreed ,vith the En1peror Justinian, in the pre- 
sence of the Archbishop Mennas of Constantinople and other 
ecclesiastical and civil rulers, that a great synod should be 
held, and that the controversy oyer the three chapters should 
rest until this synod should decide it. 3 Vigilius expressed 
his desire for such a synod in a second letter ad 1lniversa1n 
ecclesiam,4 whilst he strongly disapproved of the Emperor's in- 
tention of putting an end to the controversy by an imperial 
edict, and was for that reason obliged to take to flight. When 
they had becon1e reconciled, Vigilius again expressed his desire 
for the holding of a synod ,vhich should decide the contro- 
versy;5 and the deputies of the fifth Council after\vards de- 
clared that he had pron1ised to be present at the Synod. G 
What is certain is, that Vigilius had desired the postponen1ent 
of the opening, in order to ,vait for the arrival of several Latin 
bishops; and in consequence, not,vithstanding repeated and 
most respectful invitations, he took no part in the sessions of 
the Synod. 7 The breach was widened when, on the 14th of 
1Iay 553, the Pope published his Constitutu'Jn, declaring that 


1 Ep. 73. ! Hard. ii. p. 710. 
3 Cf. Frag. damnationis TlLeodo'ri (Aseidæ) in Hardouin, t. iii. p. 8. cr. 
Schröck11, Kirclteng. Ed. xviii. S. 590. 
4 Hard. iii. p. 3. 5 Hard. iii. p. 12 E, aud p. 13 B. 
(j 1. c. p. G5 B. 7 Hard. 1. c. 63, 65 ss. 
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he could not agree ,vith the anathenlatizing of Theodore of 
l\lopsuestia and Theodoret. 1 At the suggestion of the Elnperor, 
the Synod at its seventh session, J\lay 26, 553, decided that 
the name of Vigilius should be struck out of the diptychs, 
vvhich ,vas done, so that the Pope and the Council ,vere now 
in open antagonism. In his decree to Eutychius of Constan- 
tinople, however, dated Decenlber 8, 553, and in his second 
ConstituÜtm of February 23, 554, Vigilius approved of the 
decrees of the fifth Synod, and pronounced the bishops ,vho 
11ad put theln forth-that is, the nlelnbers of the Synod-to 
be his brethren and his fellow-priests. 2 
6. The case of the sixth CEcunlenical Synod, A.D. 680, is 
quite the same as that of the third. The Enlperor Constan- 
tine Pogonatus convoked it,3 and requested the Pope to send 
legates to it. 4 Pope Agatho, however, not only did this, ,vhich 
involves an assent to the inlperial convocation of the Synod; 
but he sent to the Elnperor, and thus also to the Council, a 
conlplete exposition of the orthodox faith, and thus prescribed 
to it a rule and directions for its proceedings; and the Synod 
ackno,vledged this, as the Synod of Ephesus had done, inas- 
llluch as they say, in their letter to Agatho, "Through that 
letter from thee ,ve have overcome the heresy. . . and have 
eradicated the guilty by the sentence previously brought con- 
cerning them through your sacred letter" (ex scntcntia per SaC1YtS 
vestras literftS de iis 'P'pius lata).5 
7. The seventh (Ecunlenical Synod-the second of Nicæa, 
in the year 787 -,vas suggested to the Enlpress Irene by the 
Patriarch Tarasius of Constantinople, ,vho endeavoured to re- 
store the reverence for images and union ,vith ROlne. The 
Enlpress and her son, the Enlperor Constantine, approved of 
this; but before the Ünperial letters of convocation ,vere 
issued, they sent an anlbassador to Pope Hadrian I. ,vith 9., 
letter (785), in ,vhich they requested hinl to be present at the 
projected ilicunlenical Synod, either personally or at least 


1 Harù. l.c. pp. 10-48. [T:his must lJe distinguished from the ConstitutU1n 
of 554.] 
2 See at the end of this Constitutzt1n in l
ard. iii. pp. 218-244; and in 
the decree, ib. pp. 213-218. 
3 Harù. iii. :po 10'>5. 4 l.c. p. 1459. 5 Hard. iii. 1438. 
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by his representatives.! In the October of the same year, 
Hadrian 1. sent an answer to the Enlperor and Empress, as well 
as to the Patriarch, and prolnised to send his legates to the 
intended Synod, ,vhich he after,vards did, and thereby practi- 
cally declared his consent to its convocD,tion. Nay nlore, in 
his letter to Charles the Great, he goes so far as to say, 
"And thus they held that Synod according to our appoint- 
nlent" (ct sic synocllt1n istal1
 seCUndU1Jl. nost1
am 01
dinatione1n) ; 
and thereby ascribes to hÏ1nself a still closer participation in 
the holding of this Synod. 2 
8. The last synod ,vhich ,vas convoked by an elnperor ,vas 
the eighth æcull12nical, ,vhich ,vas held at Constantinople in 
the year 869. The Emperor Basil the :ß1acedonian had de- 
throned his fornler colleague Michael III., or The Drunken, 
and deposed his creature, the selrisnlatical Photius, fronl the 
patriarchal ehair, replacing the unla,vfully deposed Ignatius, 
and thereby restoring the union of the Greek and Latin 
Churches. As, ho,vever, Photius still had follo,vers, the Em- 
peror considered it necessary to arrange the ecclesiastical re- 
lations by means of a ne'v æculllenical council, and for that 
purpose sent an enlbassy to Pope Nicolas I., requesting hÜn 
to send his representatives to the intended Council. In the 
nleantinle Nicolas died; but his successor, Hadrian II., not 
OIÙY received the iInperial Inessage, but sent the legates, as 
it had been ,vished, to the Council, and thereby gave his 
consent to the convocation of this CEculnenical Synod. 3 
All the subsequent æcumenical synods ,vere held in the 
'Vest, and sUlllilloned directly by the Popes, from the first of 
Lateran, the ninth CEcunlenical Synod, to the holy Synod of 
Trent, ,vhile smaller synods 'v ere still convoked by Kings and 
Elllperors;4 and Pope Leo x. declared in the nlost decided 
,yay, at the eleventh session of the fifth Lateran Synod, with 
a polemical reference to the so-called propositions of Con- 
stance, that the Pope had the right to convoke, to transfer, 
and to dissolve æcumenical synods. 5 


1 Hard. iv. 21 ss. 
t Hard. xi. 1078 sq.. 


2 Hanl iv. 818 E. 
:i IIarù ix. 1828 9. 


3 Hard. v. 765,. 766. 
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SEC. 4. M.embers of Oouncils. 
In consic1ering the further question, ,vho has a right to be 
a member of a synod, it is necessary first to distinguish be- 
tween the diocesan and other synods. For ,vhilst in the 
latter either the only members or at least the chief 111enlbers 
are bishops, the diocesan synod, ,vith the exception of the 
president, is lllade up of the other clergy; and w"hilst the 
privileged nlenlbers of the other synods have a 1;otun
 cleei- 
sivu1n, a vote in detern1Íning the decrees of the synod, those 
of the diocesan synod have only a vot'lt'm cons'ltltativul1
, a 
right to be present and speak, but not to vote on the decrees. 
Here the bishop alone decides, the others are only his coun- 
sellors, and the deciqion is pronounced in his name. The 
Inembers of the diocesan synod are divided into three classes. 
1. Those ,vhom the bishop is bound to Sll1n1non, and ,vho 
are bO'ltncl to appear. To this class belong deans, archpres- 
byters, VieCt1
ii fO'l'anci,1 the vicar-general, the parochial clergy 
by deputies; and, according to more recent la-wand custOlll, 
the canons of cathedral churches, the provost and canons of 
collegiate churches, and the abbates sæculares. 2 
2. Those whom the bishop 1nay, but need not summon, but 
,vho are bound to conle ,vhen he summons thenl ;, for example, 
the prebendaries of cathedrals ,vho are not canons. 
3. Lastly, those ,vho in general are not bound to appear, as 
the elC1
iei sÙnpliees. But if the synod has for its special pur- 
pose to introduce an improvement in tbe morals of the clergy, 
or to impart to them the decisions of a provincial synod, these 
Blust also appear ,vhen they are sumnloned. 
vVith respect to the men1 bel's of other kinds of synods, 
ancient Church history gives us the follo,ving results :- 
1 i.e. vicars-general for districts outside the bishop's see.-ED. 
2 It is more difficult to settle the question with reference to the regular clergy. 
Among these must be distinguished the exempt and the non-exempt. The 
latter, abbots and monks, must appear. The exempt regulars are divided into 
two classes: (1) those who, in conjunction with other houses of their own orders, 
are under a general chapter; and (2) those who, being free, are suhject to no such 
11igher authority. The latter must al)pear; the former generally not. They, 
llOwever, are also bound to appear if they have parish churches or any other 
cure of souls. So it \Vas ordered by the Council of Trent, sess. xxiv. c. 2, 
De refo1'm. 
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1. The earliest synods ,yere those held in Asia 
Iinor 
about the middle of the second century, on the occasion of 
:Thlontanism. Eusebius does not say ,vho were present at 
thenl; 1 but the libellus synodicus informs us that one of these 
synods ,vas held at Hierapolis by Bishop Apollinaris ,vith 
t,venty-six other bishops, and a second at Anchialus by Bishop 
Sotas and t\velve other bishops.2 
2. The next synods in order ,vere those 'v hich were held 
respecting the celebration of Easter, in the second half of the 
second century. 'Vith reference to these, Polycr
tes of 
Ephesus tells us that Pope Victor had requested him to con- 
voke in a synod the bishops who were subordinate to him, 
that he did so, and that many bishops had asselllbled ,vith 
him in synod. 3 In the chapters of Eusebius in ,vbich these 
t,vo classes of councils are spoken of,4 only bishops are men- 
tioned as In embers of the Synod. And, in the sanle ,yay, the 
libell
ls synodic'lls gives the nUlnber of bishops present at each 
council of this tinle, ,vithout referring to any other nlenlbers. 
3. The letters of convocation for an æculnenical synod 
,vere directed to the metropolitans, and to sonle of the more 
enlinent bishops; and the Inetropolitans ,vere charged to give 
notice to their suffragans. So it '''as, e.g., at the convocation 
of the third {Ecumenical Synod, for ,vhich an invitation ,vas 
sent to Augustine, 'vho w.as already dead. 5 The invitation to 
appear at the synod ,vas sometimes addressed to the bishops 
collectively, and sometimes it ,vas sÍ1llply requÏ1ed that the 
nletropolitans should personally appear, and bring merely the 
nlost able of their suffragans ,vith them. The latter ,vas the 
case, e.g., in the sunlffioning of the third and fourth Councils; 6 
to Nicæa, on the contrary, the bishops seem to have been in- 
vited ,vithout distinction. Sometimes those bishops ,vho did 
not attend, or 'v ho arrived too late, ,vere threatened ,vith 
penalties, as ,veIl by the Emperors, e.g. by Theodosius II., as 
} y eadieI' and later ecclesiastical canons. 7 
4. The cho'pcpiscopi (xwperrÜnC07TOt), or bishops of country 


1 Hist. Eccl. v. 16. 2 See, further on, Book i. c. i. sec. 1. 
g Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. t Loc. cit. 
D Hard. i. 1419. () Hard. i. 1343, ii. 45. 
7 Harù. i. 1346, 988 B, 1622; ii. 774, 1048, 1174; iii. 1029"; vii. 1812 ; viii. 960. 
B 
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places, seem to have been considered in ancient times as quite 
on a par with the other bishops, as far as their position in 
synods was concerned. 'Ve meet ,vith them at the Councils 
of N eocæsarea in the year 314, of Nicæa in 325, of Ephesus 
in 431. 1 On the other hand, among the 600 bishops of the 
fourth illcumenical Council at Chalcedon in 451, there is no 
chm.episcopus present, for by this time the office had been 
abolished; but in the middle ages ,ve again meet with clwr- 
c]Jiscopi of a ne"w kind at 'Vestern councils, particularly at 
those of the French Church, at Langres in 830,
 at Mainz in 
847,3 at Pontion in 876, at Lyons in 886, at Douzy in 871. 4 
Bishops ,vithout a diocese have a certain resenlblance to these; 
and such ,,"'e meet ,vith at synods, as in the year 585 at 
l\lâcon in France.:> It is disputed ,vhether those 'who are 
merely titular bishops have a right to vote at a couneil; and 
it has generally been decided in this way, that there is 110 
obligation to sunlmon such, but "Then they are summoned 
they have a right to vote. 6 
5. To'\vards the middle of the third century we find a de- 
parture from this ancient practice of having only bishops as 
ll1embers of synods, first in Africa, ,vhen Cyprian assembled, 
at those synods ,vhich he held "Tith reference to the restora- 
tion of the lapsed, besides the bishops of his province and his 
clergy, confessores et laicos stantes, i.e. those laymen who lay 
under no ecclesiastical penance? So there were present at 
the Synod held by S. Cyprian on the subject of baptism by 
heretics, on the 1st of September (probably A.D. 256), besides 
eighty-seven bishops, very n1any priests and deacons, and 
maxima pars plebis. 8 And the Ron1an clergy, in their letter 
to cyprian 9 on the subject, request that the bishops will take 
counsel in synods, in con1mon with the priests, deacons, and 
laicis stantibus. It must not be overlooked, ho,vever, that 
Cyprian makes a difference between the membership of the 


1 Hard. i. 286, 314-320, 1486. !J Hard. iv. 13<34. 
3 Hard. v. 5. 
4 Hard. vi. 180, 396; v. 1316 B, 1318. IS Hard. iii. 466. 
6 'V alter, Kircltenr. (Canon Law), S. 157 (S. 294, 11th ed.). 
7 Cypriani Ep. 11, p. 22; Ep. 13, p. 23; Ep. 66, p. 114; Ep. 71, p. 126 
(ed. Baluz.). 
8 Cypriani Opp. p. 329 (ed. Bal.). Ð Cyp. Epp. 31, p. 43. 
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bishops and of others. 'Ve learn from his thirteenth letter,! 
that the bishops conle together with the clergy, and the laity 
are only present (præpositi cum clero convenientes, præsente etia1Tb 
stantium plebe) ; from his sixty-sixth letter, that the priests, 
etc., were the assessors of the bishops (compresbyteri, qui nobis 
asS'idebant). In other places Cyprian speaks only of the 
bishops as members of the synod,2 and fronl other passages 3 
it comes out that the bishops had at these synods taken the 
advice and opinion of the laity as well as the clergy. It is 
never, ho.wever, in the least degree indicated that either the 
clergy or the laity had a votum decisivum; but the contrar: 
is evident, namely, that in the Synod of Cyprian referred to, 
which was held September 1, 256, only bishops were voters. 4 
6. Eusebius relates:> that a great number of bishops of 
Asia assembled in synod at Antioch in the year 264 or 265, 
on the subject of Paul of Samosata, and he adds that their 
l)riests and deacons came ,vith them. In the follo,ving 
chapter Eusebius gives an account of the Synod at Antioch in 
269, and makes special reference to the priest of Antioch, 
l\Ialchion, ,vho 'was present at the Synod, and by bis logical 
ability compelled Paul of Samosata, ,vho ,vanted to conceal 
his false doctrine, to explain hinlself clearly. In addition to 
this, Eusebius gives in the thirtieth chapter the circular letter 
which this Synod, after pronouncing the deposition of Paul, 
addressed to the rest of the Church. And this letter is sent 
forth not in the nanle of the bishops only, but of the other 
clergy ,vho were present as ,vell; and anlong these ]\{alchion 
is nanled in the superscription, whilst the nanles of many of 
the bishops-and according to Athanasius there ,vere seventy 
present-are wanting. We see, then, that priests and deacons 
,vere members of several synods; but ,ve cannot determine 
from the original documents ho,v far their rights extended, 
and ,vhether they had more than a mere consultative voice in 
the acts of the synod. As far as analogy can guide us, it 
,vould appear they had no more. 
7. In the two Arabian Synods which were held on the 


1 Pp. 23, 329. !J Ep. 71, p. 127; Ep. 73, pp. 129, 130. 
3 Ep. 11, p. 22 ; Ep. 13, p. 23 ; Ep. 31, p. 43. 
4 Cyp. Opp. pp. 330-338 (ed. Baluz.). i Rist. Eccl. vii..,28. 
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subject of Beryllus and the Hypnopsychites, Origen held a 
place similar to that .which had been occupied by ],tfalchion. 
The bishops Slunnloned him to the Synod, so as to render his 
learning and ability serviceable to the Church; but it was the 
bishops themselves ,vho held the Synod. 
8. In many synods of the follo,ving centuries, besides the 
bishops, priests and deacons ,vere present. So it was at 
Elvira,! at Arles,2 at Carthage 3 in 397, at Toledo 4 in 400, 
etc. The bishops and priests had seats, but the deacons had 
to stand.:> The decrees of the ancient synods were for the 
Inost part signed only by the bishops. It was so at the 
Councils of Ancyra, of N eocæsarea-although in this case the 
subscriptions are sOll1ewhat doubtful; at the first and second 
(Ecunlenical Councils, those of Nicæa and Constantinople; at 
the Councils of Antioch in 341, of Sardica, etc. Sonletimes 
also the priests and deacons subscribed the decrees, and then 
either inlnlediately after the name of their own bishop, as at 
Arles,6 or else after the nanles of all the bishops.7 It ,vas, 
ho,vever, not so conlnlon for the priests and deacons to join 
in the subscription, and it did not occur in the fourth or 
fifth century: for ,ve find that, even in the case of synods at 
,vhich we know that priests and deacons were present, only 
bishops subscribed; as at Nicæa, at Carthage in 397, 389, 
401,8 at Toledo in 400,9 and at the (Ecunlenical Councils of 
Ephesus and Chalcedon. 10 At a later period ,ve meet again, 
at some synods, ,vith signatures of priests and deacons, as at 
Lyons in 830. 11 The difference bet,veen the fights of the 
priests and those of the bishops is lllade clear by the signa- 
tures of the Council of Constantinople under Flavian in 448. 
The deposition of Eutyches ,vhich ,vas there pronounced ,vas 
subscribed by the bishops with the formula, óptuar;; íJ7r
"Ipata, 
definiens subscripsi, and afterwards by twenty-three archin1an- 
drites, or superiors of convents, merely ,vith the ,vord v7r
"Ipata 
\vithout óptua;;.t 2 At the Robber-Synod of Ephesus, on the 


1 Harù. i. 250. 2 Hard. i. 266. 
4 Harù. i. 989. 5 Hard. i. 989, 961, 250. 
7 Hard. i. 250. 8 Hard. i. 971, 986, 988. 
10 l.c. p. 1423 S8., ii. 466 SSe 
12 IIard. ii. 167. 


3 Hard. i. 96l. 
6 Hard. i. 266 S8. 
9 l. c. p. 992. 
11 Hard. i
. 1365 s. 



INTRODUCTIOY. 


21 


contrary, along with other anomalies, we find the ArcllÎ1nan- 
drite Barsumas of Syria signing, as a fully privileged menlber 
of the Synod, with the word óp{uac;,l and that because the 
Emperor Theodosius II. had summoned him expressly. 
9. It is easily understood, and it is shown by the ancient 
acts of councils, that priests and deacons, when they were 
the representatives of their bishops, had a right to give, like 
them, a votum decisivum, and subscribed the acts of the synod 
"\vith the formula ópíuac;.2 And this is expressed at a much 
later period by the Synods of Rouen in 1581, and of Bor- 
deaux in 1583,-by the latter with the linlitation that only 
priests should be sent as the representatives of the bishops.3 
10. Other clergymen, deacons in particular, were employed 
at synods, as secretaries, notaries, and the like-at Ephesus 
and chalcedon, for instance;4 and they had often no insignifi- 
cant influence, particularly their head, the primicerius nota- 
'riorum, although they had no vote. Some of these notaries 
,vere official, and were the servants of the synod; but besides 
these, each bishop could bring his o"\vn notary or secretary 
with him, and enlploy him to make notes. and minutes of the 
sessions: for it was only at the Robber-Synod that the violent 
Dioscurus allo,ved no other notaries than his O"wn, and those 
of some of his friends. [) From the nature of the case, there 
is nothing to prevent even laynlen from being employed in 
such work; and we are informed distinctly by Æneas Sylvius 
that he performed such duties, as a layman, at the Synod of 
Basle. It is, moreover, not at all improbable that the secre- 
tarii divini consistorii, "\vho were present at some of the ancient 
synods-at chalcedoll, for instance-"\vere secretaries of the 
Imperial Council, and consequently laymen. 6 
11. Besides the bishops, other ecclesiastics have always 
been brought in at councils, æcumenical as ,veIl as inferior, 
for the purpose of consultation, particularly doctors of theo- 
logy and of canon la,v/ as ,vell as deputies of chapters and 


1 Hard. ii. 272. 2 Hard. i. 815 ss., ii. 272. 3 Hard. x. 1264, 1379. 
4 Hard. i. 1355, ii. 67, 70, 71 SSe 6 Hard. ii. 93. 
6 Fuchs, Biblioth. d. Kirchenvers. (Library of Councils), Bd. i. S. 149. 
7 Thomas Aquinas was in this way summoned by Pope Gregory x. to the 
fOUl'teenth {Ecumenical Council. 
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su periors of monasteries; and bishops ,vere even requested to 
bring such assistants and counsellors with thenl to the synod. 
So it was at the Spanish Council at Tarragona in 516. 1 But, 
at the same time, the fundamental principle is undoubted, 
that the vote for the decision of a question belonged to the 
bishops, as to those 'whom the Holy Ghost has appointed to 
rule the Church of God, and to all others only a consultative 
voice; and this ,vas distinctly recognised by the Synods of 
Rouen in 1581, and Bordeaux in 1583 and 1684, partly in 
the lllost general ,vay,2 in part specifically ,vith reference to 
the deputies of chapters, titular and conlmendatoryabbots. 3 
There has been a doubt ,vith respect to abbots, whether they 
held a place similar to that of the bishops or not; and a 
different practice seems to have prevailed at different places 
and times. 'Ve have already seen that in the ancient Church 
the archinlandrites had no vote, even ,vhen they ,vere priests. 
On the other hand, a Synod at London, under the famous 
Dunstan Archbishop of Canterbury, A.D. 1075, declares: (C Be- 
sides the bishops and abbots, no one lllUst address the Synod 
,vithout the permission of the archbishop." 4 The abbots are 
here plainly assigned a place of equality váth the bishops as 
menlbers of the Synod; and they subscribed the acts of this 
Synod like the bishops. In the same ,yay the abbots sub- 
scribed at other synods, e.g. at Pontion in France, A.D. 876, 
at the Council held in the Palatiu'ln Ticinum, at Cavaillon, 
and else\vhere;:; but, on the other hand, at lllany other 
councils of the sanle tinle, as ,yell as at those of an earlier 
and later period, the bishops alone, or their representatives, 
signed the decrees. So it ,vas at Epaon in 517, at I.Jyons in 
517, at Ilerda and Valencia in Spain in 524, at ArIes in 
524, at Carthage in" 525, at Orange in 529, at Toledo in 531, 
at Orleans in 533 ;6 so also at Cavaillon in 875, at BeauvaIS 
in 875, at Ravenna in 877, at Tribur in 895. 7 The arch- 
deacons seem to have been regarded very llluch in the stnne 
way as the abbots, inasmuch as they appeared at synods not 


1 Hard. ii. 1043. 2 Hard. xi. 132. 3 Hard. x. 1264, 1379. 
4 Hard. vi. 1556. IS Hard. vi. 138, 169, 174, 180. 
6 Hard. ii. 1052, 1054, 1067, 1070, 1071, 1082, 1102, 1141, 1175. 
7 Hard. vi. 161, 164, 190, 456. 
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merely as the representatives of their bishops; but sonletimes 
they signed the acts of the council, even ,vhen their bishop 
,vas personally present. So it ,vas at the Synod of London 
already mentioned. 1 At the end of the middle ages it ,vas 
the common vie,v that abbots and cardinal priests and car- 
dinal deacons as well had a vot
l1n decisivnl1
 at the synods,- 
a fact ,vhich is expressly stated, as far as regards the abbots, 
by the historian of the Synod of Basle, Augustinus Patricius, 
a Piccolomini of the fifteenth century. 2 He adds, that only 
the Council of Basle allo,ved the anomaly, and conceded to 
other ecclesiastics the right of voting. But ,ve must remark 
that, according to the statement of the famous Cardinal 
D'Ailly, even so early as at the Synod at Pisa in 1409, the 
doctors of divinity and of canon la,v had a votum decisivum; 
and that the Council of Constance extended this right, by 
adopting the division of the Council into nations. These 
,vere, ho,vever, anomalies; and after this stormy period had 
passed by, the ancient ecclesiastical order ,vas restored, that 
only bishops, cardinals, and abbots should have the votum 
decisivU1n. A place of equality with the abbots .was naturally 
assigned to the generals of those widespread orders, which 
had a central authority. This ,vas done at the Council of 
Trent. 'Vith regard to the abbots, a distinction was made 
bet,veen those \vho possessed real jurisdiction, and those ,vho 
,vere only titular or conlnlendatory. To these last there was 
conceded no more than the 'i:otu1n consultativu1n; e.g. in the 
Synod at Rouen in 1581, and Bordeaux in 1583. 3 The former 
went so far as to refuse to ackno,vledge any such right as 
belonging to the abbots; and a later synod at Bordeaux, in 
the year 1624, plainly declared that it was an error (erronea 
opinio) to affirm that any others beside
 bishops had a decisive 
voice in a provincial synod (p1'æter episcopos quosdam alios 
habere voccm decisivct1n in concilio provinciali).4 In practice, 
ho\vever, abbots ,vere still admitted, only \vith the distinction 
that the bishops \vere members of the synod "by divine 
right" (jure divino), and the abbots only " by ecclesiastical 
appointment" (institutione ecclesiastic a ). 
I Hard. vi. 1557 ; cf. ib. 138. 2 Hard. ix. 1196. 
3 Hard. x. 1264, 13i9. " Harù. xi. 132. 
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12. 'Ve have already seen, that in the tinle of Cyprian, 
both in Mrica and in Italy, laymen ,vere allo,ved to be 
present at synods. This custom ,vas continued to later times. 
Thus, e.g., the Spanish Synod at Tarragona, in 516, ordained 
that the bishops should bring to the Synod with them, besides 
the clergy, their faithful sons of the laity.1 Viventiolus 
Archbishop of Lyons, in the letter by ,vhich he summoned a 
synod at Epaon in 517, says: "Laicos per1nittimus interesse, 
ut quæ a solis pontificibus ordinanda sunt et populus possit 
agn osee re." [We permit the laity to be present, that the 
peonle may know' those things which are ordained by the 
priests alone.] Moreover, the laity had the power of bringing 
forward their complaints with reference to the conduct of the 
clergy, inasmuch as they had a right to ask for priests of good 
character. 2 The fourth Synod of Toledo, in 633, says ex- 
pressly, that laymen also should be invited to the synods. 3 
So, in fact, we meet ,vith distinguished laymen at the eighth 
Synod of Toledo in 653,4 and at the second of Orange in 
529. 5 In English synods we find even abbesses were present. 
Thus the Abbess Hilda was at the Collatio PlLarensis, or Synod 
of Whitby, in 664, where the question of Easter and of the 
tonsure, and other questions, ,vere discussed; and the Abbess 
Æ1fleda, the successor of Hilda, at the sonle,vhat later Synod 
on the Nith in Northumberland. 6 This presence of abbesses 
of the royal family is, ho,vever, exceptional, even when these 
assemblies '\vere nothing else than concilia 1nixta, as 
almon, 
l.c., explains them to be. That, ho,vever, distinguished and 
well-instructed laymen should be introduced 'without delay 
into provincial synods, was expressly decided by the Congre- 
gatio interpret. concil. by a decree of April 22, 1598; and 
the Cære1noniale episcopOr1t1n refers to the same, 'when it speaks 
of the seats ,vhich were to be prepared at provincial synod
 
for the laity who were present. 7 Pignatelli recommends the 
bishops to be prudent in issuing such invitations to the laity ;8 
1 Hard. ii. 1043. 2 Hard. ii. 1046. 3 Hard. iü. 580. 
4 Hard. iii. 955. 5 Hard. ii. 1102. 
6 Hard. iii. 993, 1826 E. Cf. Schrödl, First Century of the English Churcl" 
(Das crste Jahrhundert der engl. Kirche), pp. 220, 271. See also Salmon, 
Study on the Councils (Traité de l'Etude des Conciles), Paris 1726, p. 844. 
7 Benedict XIV. De synodo diæc. lib. iii. c. 9, n. 7. B Reneù. XIV. l.c. 
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but we still finel in 1736 a great many laymen of distinction 
present at the great 
faronite Council which was held by 
Simon Assemani as papal legate. 1 At many synods the laity 
present signed the acts; but at others, and these by far the 
most numerous, they did not sign. At the Maronite Council 
just mentioned, and at the second of Orange, they did sign. 
It is clear from the passage already adduced, referring to the 
Synod of Epaon, that these laymen \vere admitted only as 
\vitnesses and advisers, or as complainants. It is remarkable 
that the laity,vho were present at Orange signed with the 
very same formula as the bishops,-namely, consentiens sub- 
scrips?:; ,vhilst in other cases the bishops made use of the 
words dcfiniens sltbsC1'ipsi; and the priests, deacons, and laymen 
simply used the word subscripsi. As was natural, the position 
of the laity at the concilia mixta was different: from the very 
character of these, it followed that temporal princes appeared 
as fully qualified membBrs, side by side with the prelates of 
the church. 2 
13. Among the laity ,vhom we find at synods, the Emperors 
and Kings are prominent. After the TIoman Emperors em- 
braced Christianity, they, either personally or by their repre- 
sentatives and commissaries, attended the great synods, and 
particularly those which were æcumenical. Thus, Constantine 
the Great was personally present at the first CEcumenical 
Council;3 Theodosius II. sent his representatives to the thirg, 
and the Emperor J\Iarcian sent his to the fourth; and besides, 
at a later period, he was personally present, with his \vife 
Pulcheria, at the si.xth session of this Council of Chalcedon. 4 
So the Emperor Constantine Pogonatus attended at the sixth 
illcumenical Council;:; at the seventh, on the other hand, 
Irene and her son Constantine Porphyrogenitus were present 
only by deputies; whilst at the eighth the Emperor Basil 
the l\.Iacedonian took part, sometimes personally and some 
times by representatives. 6 Only in the case of the second 
and fifth CEcumenical Synods 've find neither the Emperors 
nor their representatives present; but the Emperors (Theo- 


1 Bened. XIV. l.c. D. 5. 
I Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 10. 
6 Hard. iii. 1055. 


2 See above, -po 5. 
4 Hard. i. 1346, ii. 53, 463. 
· Hard. iv. 34, 534, 745, v. 764, 823, 896. 
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dosius the Great and Justinian) were at the time present in 
the city of Constantinople, ,y here those councils ,vere held, 
and in constant communication ,vith the Synod. 
It ,vas, as we perceive, simply at the æcumenical synods 
that the En1perors were present. To this fact Pope Nicholas 
I. expressly appeals in his letter to the Elnperor J\lichael, A.D. 
R 6 5,1 and infers from it that all other synods ought to be 
held without the presence of the Emperor or his representa- 
tives. In agreelnent ,vith this Pope, a fe,v years later the 
eighth CEcumenical Council. declared, that it ,vas false to 
Inaintain that no synod should be held without the presence 
of the Elnperor; that, on the contrary, the Emperors had 
been present only at the æcumenical councils; and, moreover, 
that it ,vas not proper for telnporal princes to be present at 
provincial synods, etc., for the condemnation of the clergy.2 
They might have added, that so early as the fourth century 
the bishops complained loudly when Constantine the Great 
sent an imperial commissioner to the Synod of Tyre in 335. 3 
In the West, on the contrary, the Kings were present even 
at national synods. Thus, Sisenand, the Spanish l{ing of the 
West Goths, was present at the fourth Council of Toledo in 
the year 633, and King chintilan at the fifth of Toledo in 
638 ; 4 Charles the Great at the Council of Frankfurt in 
794,5 and t,vo Anglo-Saxon Kings at the Collatio Pharensis, 
already mentioned, in 664. vVe find royal commissaries at 
the eighth and ninth Synods of Toledo in 653 and 65 5. G 
In later times the opinion grad uall y gained ground, that 
princes had a right to be present, either personally or by 
representatives, only at the æcumenical councils. Thus ,ve 
find l{ing Philip le Bel of France at the fifteenth CEcumenical 
Synod at Vienne in 1311, the Emperor Sigismund at the 
Council of Constance, and the representatives (oratores) of 
several princes at the last CEcumenical Synod at Trent. 
Pius IV. and Pius v. forbid the presence of a royal commissary 
at the Provincial Synod of Toledo; but the prohibition came 
too late. When, ho,vever, a second Provincial Synod ,vas 


1 Hard. v. 158 ; and in the Corp. jur. can. c. 4, diss. 96. 
2 Hard. v. 907, 1103. 3 Athanas. Apolog. contra Arian. n. 8. 
f Harù. iii. 578, 597. ó Harù. iv. 882. 8 Hard. iii. 968, 978. 
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held at Toledo in 1582, in the presence of a royal commissary, 
Rome, i.e. the Congregatio Concilii, delayed the confinnation 
of the decrees until the name of the commissary ,vas erased 
frOln the acts of the Synod. The Archbishop of Toledo, Car- 
dinal Quiroga, maintained that such comn1Îssaries had been 
present at the ancient Spanish synods; but Rome held fast by 
the principle, that except in æcumenical synods, ubi agitl.lT 
de fide, 'rcformatione, et pace C,yhich treated of faith, reforma- 
tion, and peace), no commissaries of princes had a right to be 
present. l At the later æcumenical synods, this presence of 
princes or of their representatives beyond all doubt had no 
other significance than to ensure protection to the synods, to 
increase their authority, and to bring before them the special 
,vishes of the different states and countries. The celebrated 
Cardinal D'AiIly long ago expressed this judginent clearly; 2 
and, as a luatter of fact, there ,vas never conceded to a prince 
or his orator the right to vote, unless he ,vas also a bishop. 
In reference to the most ancient æcumenical synods, it has 
even been maintained that the Emperors were their presidents; 
and this leads us to the further question of the presidency of 
the synods. 


SEC. 5. Tll.e P'residency of Councils. 
As the presidency of a diocesan synod belongs to the 
bishop, of a provincial synod to the metropolitan, of a 
national to the prinlate or patriarch, so, in the nature of the 
case, the presidency of an æcumenical council belongs to the 
supreme ruler of the whole Church-to the Pope; and this 
is so clear, that the most violent partisans of the episcopal 
system, who assign to the Pope only a prinlacy of honour 
(pn."1J"iatl.ls honoris), yet do not in the least impugn his right 
to preside at æculnenical synods. 3 The Pope. nlay, ho,vever, 
exercise this presidency in person, or he may be represented, 
as has frequently been the case, by his legates. Against this 
1 Benedict XIV. De Synodo diæe. lib. iii. c. 9, n. 6. 
2 Benedict XIV. i.e. n. 1. 
3 It is unnecessary to remark that all this is simply a part of the Roman 
system, even as understood by Liberals more advanced than Dr. Hefele. In 
a mere translation it would be useless frequently even to point out, much more 
to discuss, such questions.-ED. 
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papal rigIlt of presidency at æcumenical srnods the Reformers 
brought forward the objection, that the history of the Church 
showed clearly that the Emperors had presided at some of 
the first eight councils. There was, indeed, no difficulty in 
bringing for\vard proof in support of their assertion, since 
Pope Stephen v. himself writes that the Emperor Constantine 
presided at the first Council of Nicæa,l and the ancient acts of 
the synods frequently refer to a presidency of the Emperor or 
his representatives. But all such objections, however dangerous 
they may at first seem to be to our position, lose their po,ver 
,vhen we come to consider more closely the state of things in 
connection with the ancient councils, and are .willing to dis- 
cuss the matter inlpartially. 
Let us begin ,vith the eighth (Ecumenical Synod, as th.e 
last of those ,vhich here come into question-that is to say, 
the last of the Oriental Synods-and from this ascend back to 
the first. 
1. Pope Hadrian II. sent his legates to the eighth (Ecumenical 
Synod, on the express ,vritten condition, addressed to. the 
Elnperor Basil, that they should preside. 2 The legates, Donatus 
Bishop of Ostia, Stephen Bishop of N epesina, and 1\Iarinus a 
deacon of Rome, read this letter before the Synod, ,vithout the 
slightest objection being brought forward. On the contrary, 
their names ,vere al ways placed first in the minutes; the 
duration of the sessions was decided by them; and they gave 
permission for addresses, for the reading of the acts of the 
Synod, and for the introduction of other members of the 
Synod; and appointed the questions for discussion. 3 In short, 
they appear in the first five sessions without dispute as the 
presidents of the Synod. At the sixth and follo\ving sessions 
the Emperor Basil ,vas present, \vith his sons Constantine and 
Leo; and he obtained the presidency, as the acts relate. 4 
But these acts clearly distinguish the Emperor and his sons 
from the Synod; for, after naming them, they add, tC the holy 
and æcumenical Synod agreeing" (conveniente sancta ac 
lni- 
versali synodo). Thus ,,"'e perceive that the Enlperor and 
his sons are not reckoned. anlong the melnbers of the Synod, 
1 Hard. v. 1119. 2 Hard. v. 768, 1030. 
>> Hard. v. 781, 782, 783, 785, 786 SSe 4 Hard. v. 823, 838, 896, 1098. 



IXTRODUCTIO
. 


29 


,vhilst the papal legates are constantly placed first among the 
lllembers. It is the legates, too, ,vho in these later sessions 
decide the subjects ,vhich shall be brought forws,rd: 1 they 
also are the first "Tho sign the acts of the Synod, and that 
expressly as presidents (præsidentes) ; ,vhilst the Emperor gave 
a clear proof that he did not regard himself as the real presi- 
dent, by ,vishing to sign them after all the bishops. The 
papal legates, on the other hand, entreated him to place his 
own and his sons' names at the top; but he decidedly refused 
this, and at last consented to sign after the representatives 
of the Pope and the Oriental bishops, and before the other 
bishops.2 In perfect agreelnent ,vith this, Pope Hadrian II., 
in his letter to the Elnperor, commended hun for having been 
present at this Synod, not as judge (iudex), but as ,vitness 
and protector (conscius et obsec'undator).3 Still less than the 
Elnperors themselves had the imperial cOlllmissaries ,vho "Tere 
present 
t synods a right of presidency, since their names ,vere 
placed, in all nlinutes of the sessions, inlmediately after the 
representatives of the patriarchs, but before the other bishops,4 
and they did not subscribe the acts at all. On the other hand, it 
lllay J?e said that the patriarchs of the East-Ignatius of Con- 
stantinople, and the representatives of the others-in some 
measure participated in the presidency, since they are ahvays 
named along with the Roman legates, and are carefully dis- 
tinguished from the other metropolitans and bishops. They 
form, together with the Roman legates, so to speak, the board 
of direction, deciding in coronlon vdth them the order of the 
business}> regulating ,vith them the rule of admission to the 
synod. They subscribe, like the legates, before the Enlperor, 
and are named in the nlinutes and in the separate sessions 
before the imperial conlnlissaries. But, all this being granted, 
the papal legates still take undeniably the first place, inas- 
nluch as they are ahvays the first named, and first subscribe 
the acts of the Synod, and, ,vhat is particularly to be observed, 
at the last subscription make use of the formula, "presiding 
over this lloly and æcumenical synod" (knic sanctæ et univer- 
sali synodo præsidcns); ,vhilst Ignatius of Constantinople and 
1 Hard. v. 898, 912. 2 Harù. v. 921-923, 1106. 3 Hard. v. 939 A. 
4 Hard. v. 764, 782, 788 SSe 5 Hard. v. 898 D, 912 C. 
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the representatives of the other patriarchs claim no presidency, 
but subscribe siInply ,vith the \vords, " As receiving this holy 
and æcumenical synod, and agreeing with all things which it 
has decided, and ,vhich are ,vritten here, and as defining them, 
I subscribe" (sanctam hanc et universalem synod
lm s
lscipiens, 
ct O1nnibus 'l'llW ab ea judicata et sC1'ipta sunt concordans, et 
definicns SUbSC1"ipsi). Moreover, as we find a remarkable dif- 
ference bet\veen them and the papal legates, so there is also, 
on the other side, a considerable difference between their 
signature and that of the other bishops. The latter, like the 
Enlperor, have siInply used the ,vords, suscipiens SUbSC1'
psi, 
,vithout the addition of dcfinicns, by.which the 
'otllm decisivum 
was usually indicated. l 
2. At all the sessions of the seventh (EcuDlenical Synod,. 
the papal legates, the Archpresbyter Peter and the Abbot 
Peter, came first; after them Tarasius Archbishop of Con.. 
stantinople, and the representatives of the other patriarchs; 
next to them the other bishops; and, last of all, the inlperial 
conlmissaries. 2 The decrees were signed in the sanle order, 
only that the imperial commissaries took no part in the sub- 
scription. 3 The Enlpress Irene and her son ,vere present at 
the eighth and last session of the Council as honorary presi- 
dents, and signed the decrees of the first seven sessions, which 
had been already signed by the bishops.4 According to a 
Latin translation of the acts of this Synod, it .was only the 
papal legates, the Bishop of Constantinople, and the repre- 
sentatives of the other Eastern patriarchs, \vho on this occasion 
made use of the word definiens in subscribing the decrees, just 
as at the eighth Council;:; but the Greek version of the acts 
has the ,vord ópluaç; in connection with the signature of the 
other bishops.6 Besides, we must not omit to state that, not- 
,vithstanding the presidency of the papal legates, Tarasius 
Archbishop of Constantinople had the real l11anagement of 
the business at this Synod. 7 
3. At the sixth (Ecumenical Synod the Emperor constan- 


1 Hard. v. 923. 2 Hard. iv. 28 SSe 3 Hard. iv. 455 ss., 748. 
4 Hard. iv. 483
 486. 5 Hard. iv. 748 sq. 6 Hard. iv. 457 sq. 
7 Compare the author's essay on the second Council of Nicæa, in the Freiburg 
Kirchenlexicon, Bd. vii. S. 563_ 
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tine Pogonatus "
as present in person, together ,yith seyeral 
high officials of the state. The minutes of the sessions name 
hÜn as president, and give the names of his officials imme- 
diately after his own. They next proceed to the enumeration 
of the proper members of the Synod, with the formula, "the 
holy and æcumenical Synod being assembled" (UVVfÀeOVU'f}r;; 
oÈ Kat T1]r;; árytar;; Ka
 OlKOVfJÆVtKl}r;; uvvóòov),-thereby distin- 
guishing, as in the case already mentioned, the Emperor and 
his officials from the Synod proper; and name as its first 
members the papal legates, the priests Theodore and George, 
and the deacon J ohn. 1 So these legates are the first to sub- 
scribe the acts of the Council; and the Emperor signed at 
the end, after all the bishops, and, as is expressly stated, to 
give more authority to the decrees of the Synod, and to con- 
firm them with the formula, "1V e have read and consented" 
(legimus et consensirnus).2 He thus made a distinction between 
himself and the Synod proper; ,vhilst it cannot, ho-wever, be 
denied that the Emperor and his plenipotentiaries often con- 
ducted the business of the Synod. 3 
4. At the fifth CEcumenical Council, as has been already 
pointed out,4 neither the Emperor (Justinian) nor yet the Pope 
or his legate ,vas present. It "'"as Eutychius, the Archbishop 
of Constantinople, who presided. 5 
5. The fourth CEcumenical Council is of more importance 
for the question no,v before us. So early as on the 24th of 
June 451, Pope Leo the Great ""Tote to the Emperor l\larcian 
that he had named Paschasinus Bishop of Lilybæum as his 
legate (prædict'ul1t fratrem et coepiscopum meum 1.:icc 1nca synoclo 
convenit præsidcre).6 This legate, Paschasinus, in the nalne 
of himself and his colleagues (for Leo associated ,vith him hvo 
other legates-the Bishop Lucentius and the Priest Boniface), 
at the third session of chalcedon, issued the announcement 
that Pope Leo had commanded them, insignificant as they 
were, to preside in his place over this holy synod (nostra1n 
1 Hard. iii. 1055, 1061, 1065, 1072. 
 Hard. iii. 1402, 1414, 1435. 
3 Hard. iii. 1059, 1063, 1066, 1070, 1303 A, 1307, 1326, 1327. 
4 Pp. 13 and 25. 5 Hard. iii. 202. 
6 Leonis Ep. 89, t. i. p. 1062, ed. Baller. That Leo here asserted a rigl1t, 
and did not merely prefer a petition for the presidency to the Emperor, has 
been shown by Peter de ltlarca, De concord. sacerdotii et imp. lib. v. 6. 
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l Jar ?:itate1n h
lÍc sancto concilio pTO se pTæsiclere pTæcepit) ; 1 and 
soon after, Pope Leo wrote to the bishops of Gaul, speaking of 
his legates, in the follo,ving terms: "l\ly brothers ,vho pre- 
sided in my stead over the Eastern Synod" (1!
ratres 1nei, qui 
vice 1nea O1
ientali synodo præsede1
llnt).2 Pope \Tigilius after- 
,yards asserted the same, when, in a circular letter addressed 
to the ,vhole Church, he says, "over ,vhich our predecessor of 
holy memory, Pope Leo, presided by his legates and vicars" 
(cui sanctæ 1
ecorclationis dcccssor noster palJa Leo per lcgrdos suos 
'Vicariosque præseclit).3 Of still greater importance is it that 
the Council of chalcedon itself, in its synodal letter to Pope 
Leo, expressly says, &v (i.e. the assembled bishops) uv f1-Èv c.ó
 
,l... "'\ ' "'\ '" f' , '" , , 't' I tl 
KE't-a^'YJ f1-E^WV 'YJ"IEf1-0VEVE
 EV 'T018 'T'YJV U'YJV 'TastV elfEXOVUt ; lat 
is to say, "Thou, by thy representatives, hast taken the lead 
among the members of the Synod, as the head among the 
nlembers of the body." 4 These testimonies-especially the 
last-are of so luuch ,veight, that they,vould seem to leave 
no room for doubt. And yet, on the other hand, it is a 
matter of fact that imperial commissaries had the place of 
honour at the Synod of chalcedon, in the midst, before the 
rails of the altar;:> they are the first named in the minutes; 6 
they took the votes, arranged the order of the business, closed 
the sessions, and thus discharged those functions 'v hich belong 
to the president of an assembly.7 In the sixth session the 
Eillperor l\farcian ,vas himself present, proposed the questions, 
and conducted the business. s In these acts the Emperor and 
his commissaries also appear as the presidents, and the papal 
legates only as first among the voters. How, then, can ,ve 
reconcile the contradiction vvhich apparently exists bet,veen 
these facts and the statements already made? and ho,v could 
the Council of chalcedon say that, by sending his legates, the 
Pope had taken the lead among the members of the Synod 1 
The solution of the difficulty is to be found in the same 
synodical letter written by the Pope to the Synod. It reads 


1 Hard. ii. 310. 2 Leonis Ep. 103, t. i. p. 1141, ed. Baller. 
sHard. iii. 5. 4 Leonis Ep. 98, t. i. p. 1089, ed. Baller. 
:; Hard. ii. 66. 6 Harù. ii. 54, 274 SSe 
7 Hard. ii. 67, 70, 90, 94, 114, 271, 307. 
8 Hard. ii. 486 s. 
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t11US: tt Faithful EUlperors have used the presidency for the 
Letter preservation of order" (ßau"À-eîr; öÈ wtuTO; wpòr; eù- 
KOU/Ltav È
ijpxov).l In fact, this presidency ,vhich ,vas 
granted to the inlperial conlmissaries referred only to the 
olÜ\vard ,vorking-to the material conducting of the business 
of the synod. They 'v ere not connected ,vith the internal 
,vork, and left the decisions of the synods ,vithout interfer- 
ence, gave no vote in the deterIllination of questions con- 
cerning the faith, and repeatedly distinguished bebveen 
thel11selves and the counci1. 2 Thë acts of chalcedon also 
sho\v the Sa1l1e distinction. After having mentioned the 
Ünperial conullissaries, they add these ,vords, " the holy Synod 
asselllLled," 3 etc. 'Ye 111ay add also, that neither the Emperor 
nor his conlmissaries signed the acts of the Council of chal- 
cedon: it was the Pope's legate ,vllo ahva.ys signed first, and 
repeatedly added to his nanle, eyen ,vhen the Emperor ,vas 
present, the title of synodo pl
æsidens.4 
'Ve are thus gradually able to explain the double relations 
existing bet-ween the papal legates and the imperial conl- 
Inissaries, quite analogous to that expressed in the ,vords of 
Constantine the Great: "And I am a bishop. You are bishops 
for the interior business of the Church" (TWV eiuw Tijr; 
ÈJCJCÀ'l}utar;); "I anl the bishop chosen by God to conduct the 
cxtc1 o ior business of the ChlU'ch" (Èryw öÈ TWV ÈJCTòr; úwò 
e eov KaBeuTa}J-Évor;).5 The official conduct of business, so 
to speak, the direction TWV É
w as ,vell as the seat of honour, 
'vas reserved for the imperial conunissaries. The Pope's legates, 
although only having the first l)lace anlong the voters, had 
the presidency, KaTà Tà eLuw, of the synod, that is, of the 
asscnlbly of the bishops in spccie; and ,vhen the imperial 
comn1Íssaries ,vere absent, as ,vas the case during the thirù 
session, they had also the direction of the business. 6 
6. The Eillperor Theodosius II. non1Ínated the Comes Can- 
didian as his representative at the third {Ecumenical counci1, 
held at Ephesus in 431. In a letter addressed to the as- 
selnbled fathers, the Enlperor hinlself clearly determined the 


1 Baller. t. i. p. 1089. 
4 Hard. ii. 467, 366. 
CI Harù. ii. 310 SSe 


2 Hard. ii. 634. 3 Hard. ii. 58. 
ð Euseb. Vita Const. lib. iv. c. 24. 
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situation of Candidian to'\vards the Council. He sar s : It I 
have sent Candidian to your Synod as Comes saCTOTll'in clornesti- 
corum; but he is to take no part in discussions on doctrine, 
since it is not allowable to anyone, unless enrolled among 
the most holy bishops, to intermeddle in ecclesiastical dis- 
cussions" (Ù8Éf1ÆTOV "Iàp, TÒV fl-f] TOÛ KaTaÀ.éryov TWV áryl(JJTáT(J)V 
" , ...,:'\. ...' 
f.7funC07f(JJv TvryxavovTa TOtS f.KK/\,1jULaUTLKOIS (J'KEfl-fl-aULV . . . 
È7flfl-íryvvu8at ). 
The Emperor then positively indicates ,vhat "Tere to be the 
duties of Candidian: nanlely, that he ,vas to send a,vay the 
laity and the monks, if they repaired in too great numbers 
to Ephesus; he ,vas to provide for the tranquillity of the 
city and the safety of the Synod; he ,vas to take care that 
differences of opinion that might arise 1?etween the members 
of the Synod should not degenerate into passionate contro- 
versies, but that each might express his opinion ,vithout fear 
or hindrance, in order that, ,vhether after quiet or noisy dis- 
cussions upon each point, the bishops might arrive at a unani- 
mous decision. Finally, he ,vas to prevent anyone from 
leaving the Synod ,vithout cause, and also to see that no other 
theological discussion should be entered into than that ,vhich 
had occasioned the assembling of the Synod, or that no private 
business should be brought up or discussed. l 
Pope Celestine 1. on his side had appointed the t'\vo bishops 
ArcadÌus and Projectus, together ,vith the priest Philippus, as 
his legates, and had instructed theln to act according to the 
advice of Cyril, and to nlaintaill the prerogatives of the 
Apostolic See. 2 The Pope had before nonlinated Cyril as his 
representative in the N estorian matter, and in his letter of 
10th of August 430 3 he invested hinl with full apostolic 
power. It is known that from the beginning Candic1ian 
sho,ved himself very partial to the friends of N estorius, and 
tried to postpone the opening of the Council. "\Vhen, ho.w- 
ever, Cyril held the first sitting on the 24th June 431, the 
Count was not present, and so his name does not appear in the 
minutes. On the contrary, at the head of the list of the bishops 
present is found the nanle of Cyril, '\vith this significant 0 b- 
servation, "that he took the place of Celestine, the most holy 
1 Hard. i. 1346 sq. 
 Hard. i. 1347, 14-73. 3 Hard. i. 1323. 
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Archbishop of Rome." 1 Cyril also directed the order of the 
business, either in person, as when he explained the chief 
object of the deliberations,2 or else through Peter, one of his 
priests, whom he made prÍ1niceri'lts notariO?
un
.3 Cyril was 
also the first to sign the acts of the first session, and the sen- 
tence of deposition pronounced against N estorius. 4 
In consequence of this deposition, Count Candidian be- 
came the open opponent of the Synod, and the protector of 
the party of Antioch, ,vho held an unla,vful council of their 
own under John of Antioch. Cyril notwithstanding fixed the 
10th July 431 for the second session, and he presided; and 
the minutes mention him again as the representative of Rome. á 
The other papal legates, ,vho had not arrived in time for the 
first, were present at this second session; and they shared the 
presidency ,vith Cyril, ,vho continued to be called in the 
accounts the representative of the Pope. 6 Cyril ,vas the first 
to sign; after him came the legate Arcadius; then J uvenal of 
Jerusalem; next, the second legate Proj ectus; then can1e 
Flavian bishop of Philippi; and after him the third legate, the 
priest Philip.7 All the ancient documents are unanimous in 
affirming that Cyril presided over the Council in the nan1e of 
Pope Celestine. Evagrius 8 says the same; so Pope Vigilius 
in the profession of faith ,vhich he signed; 9 and l\Iansuetus 
Bishop of l\Iilan, in his letter to the Emperor Constantine 
Pogonatus. 10 In other documents Pope Celestine and Cyril 
are indiscriminately called presidents of the third {Ecumenical 
Council; the acts of the fourth 11 assert this several times, as 
well as the Emperor Marcian,12 and in the fifth century the 
Armenian bishops in their letter to the Emperor Leo. 13 
7. When ,ve pass on to the second (Ecumenical Council, it 
is :perfectly well known and allowed that it ,vas not presided 
over either by the Pope Damasus or his legate; for, as has been 
already said, this Council was not at first considered æcumeni- 
cal, but oillya general council of the Eastern Church. The 


1 Hard. i. 1353. 
4 Hard. i. 1423. 
7 Hard. i. 1527. 
10 Hard. iii. 1052. 
13 Hard. ii. 742. 


2 Hard. i. 1422. 
lí Hard. i. 1466. 
8 Hist. Eccl. i. 4. 
11 Hard. i. 402, 451. 


3 Hard. i. 1355,1419. 
6 Hard. i. 1486, 1510. 
9 Hard. iii. 10. 
12 Hard. ii. 671. 
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first sessions ,yere presided over by 1\Ieletius Archbishop of 
Antioch, 'v ho ,vas the chief of all the bishops present, as the 
Archbishop of Alexandria had not arrived at the beginning. 
After the death of 1\Ieletius, which happened soon after the 
opening of the Council, it ,yas not the Arch bishop of Alex- 
andria, but the Archbishop of Constantinople, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, .who ,vas the president, and after his resignation 
his successor Nectarius. This took plac@ through the deci- 
sion of the Council, ,vhich in its third session had assigned to 
the Bishop of ne,v Rome-that is, Constantinople-the prece- 
dency immediately after the TIishop of old Ronle. 
8. The solution of the question respecting the presidency 
of the first {Ecumenical Council is not ,vithout difficulty; and 
the greatest acumen has been displayed, and the most venture- 
some conjectures have been made, in order to prove that in the 
first Council, at any rate, the Pope ,vas not the president. 
They have endeavoured to prove that the presidency belonged 
to the Emperor, ,vho in a solemn discourse opened the series 
of the principal sessions, and took part in them, seated in the 
place of honour. nut Eusebius, ,vho ,vas an eye-witness of the 
Council, and pays the greatest possible respect to the Emperor, 
says most explicitly: "After that (meaning after the opening 
discourse by the Emperor) the Enlperor made ,yay for the 
p1
esiclents of the Synod" (r;rapeòLòov TÒV ÀÓryov Toî
 Tij
 
lTVVóÒOV r;rpoÉòpot
).l These "VtTords prove that Constantine 
,vas simply the honorary president, as the Emperor 1\Iarcian 
,vas subsequently in the sixth session of the Council of 
Chalcedon ; 2 and, as a matter of course, he left to the eccle- 
siastical presidents the conducting of the theological discus- 
sions. In addition to the testimony of the eye-"witnts3 
Eusebius, ,ve have to the same effect the following documents: 
-(a.) The acts of the Council of Nicæa, as far as they exist, 
contain the signatures of the bishops, but not that of the 
Elnperor. 3 And if that is true which the Elnperor Basil the 
1\lacedonian said at the eighth {Ecumenical Council, that 
"Constantine the Great had signed at Kicæa after all the 


: Euseb. Vita Const. 1. iii. c. 13. 2 See aboye, p. 32. 
3 Hard. i. 311 ; :Mansi, Collect. Concil. ii. 692 sqq. 'Ve shall give fur
11er 
details upon this subject in the history of the Council of Nicæa. 
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òishops," 1 this proves conclusively that Constantine did not 
consider himself as the president proper of tIle Council. 
(b.) Besides, the Emperor ,vas not present in person at the 
C0111nlencen1ent of the Synod. It must, ho,vever, have had its 
presidents before the Emperor arrived; and a short sentence 
in Eusebius alludes to these presidents: 7rapeôíôov. . . Toî
 
7r pO É Ô pOL 
 ; that is, " lIe left the management of the continua- 
tion ,vith those ,vho had before presided." (c.) 'Vhen seyeral 
complaints of the bishops against each other "'ere presented to 
him, the Emperor had them all 1urnt, and declared that it ,vas 
not becon1Ïng for him to give judgt1lent upon priests. 2 (d.) 'Ve 
,yill finally recall these ,vords of the Emperor already quoted, 
that he ,,"'as the bishop of the out,vard circumstances of the 
Church; ,yords 'v hich entirely agree ,vith the position in the 
Council of Kicæa which we have assigned to hinl. 
TV/w ,vas, then, really the president of the Synod? Some 
have tried to solve the question by considering as president 
that bishop ,vho ,vas seated first at the right hand of the 
Enlperor, and saluted him with a discourse ,vhen he entered 
the Synod. 3 But here arise t,vo observations: first, from the 
Greek ,vord r;rpoÉôpOt:; it ,vould appear that there were 
several presidents; and besides, it is not positively kno,vn ,vho 
addressed the discourse to the Elnperor. According to the title 
of the eleventh chapter of the third book of the Life of Con- 
stantine by Eusebius, anù according to Sozonlen,4 it ,vas Euse- 
bius of Cæsarea, the historian, hÌInself; but as he ,vas not a 
bishop of any apostolic or l)atriarchal see, he could not possibly 
have l
ad the office of president. "\Ve cannot say either with 
the l\Iagdeburg Centuriators, that Eusehius ,vas president be- 
cause he ,vas seated first on the right side; for the president 
sat in the middle, and not at one side; and those patriarchs 
who ,vere present at the Council (\ve use this "tenll although it 
had not begun to be employed at this period), or their repre- 
sentatives, ,yere probably seated together in the 11liddle, by the 
side of the Ell1perOr, ,vhilst Eusebius ,vas only the first of the 
n1etropolitans seated on the right side. It is different ,vith 


1 Hard. v. 921-923, 1106. See above. 

 Sozom. Hist. Eeel. i. 71. 
3 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 11. 4 Hist. Eeel. i. 19. 
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Eustathius Archbishop of Antioch, ,vho, according to Theo- 
doret,l pronounced the speech in question which was addressed 
to the Elnperor. He was one of the great patriarchs; and one 
of his successors, John Archbishop of Antioch, in a letter to 
Proclus, calls him the " first of the Kicene Fathers." The 
Chronicle of Nicephorus expresses itself in the same way 
about him. 2 He cannot, however, be considered as the only 
president of the Council of Nicæa; for we must regard the 
expression of Eusebius, which is in the plural (Toî
 7TpoéðPOlS); 
and, besides, it must not be forgotten that the Patriarch of 
Alexandria ranked higher than the Patriarch of Antioch. To 
,vhich, thirdly, it must be added, that the Nicene Council 
itself, in its letter to the Church of Alexandria,s says: "Your 
bishop ,vill give you fuller explanation of the synodical 
decrees; for he has been a leader (1CÚpto
) and participator 
(f(,o{,v(j)Vó
) in all that has been done." These words seem to 
give a reason for the theory of Schröckh 4 and others, that 
Alexander and Eustathius were both presidents, and that 
they are intended by Eusebius ,vhen he speaks of the 
7TpóeÔpot. 5 But apart from the fact that the ,vord KÚp{'O
 
is here used only as an expression of politeness, and de- 
signates perhaps merely a very influential member of the 
Synod, and not the president, there is this against the theory 
of Schröckh, which is expressly asserted by Gelasius of 
Cyzicus, ,vho wrote a history of the Council of Nicæa in 
the fifth century: "And Hosius was the representative of 
the Bishop of Ron1e; and he was present at the Council of 
Nicæa, ,vith the two Roman priests Vitus and Vincentius." 6 
The importance of this testimony has been recognised by all ; 
therefore every means has been tried to undermine it. Gela- 
sius, it is said, writes these words in the middle of a long 
passage which he borrowed from Eusebius; and he represents 
the matter as if he had taken these words also from the 


I llist. Eeel. i. 7. 
2 Tillemont, lJIérnoires pour servir à l'Mst. eecl. vi. 272 b, Brux. 1732. 
3 Cf. Socrat. i 9. 4 Schröckh, Kirclzen[]esclticMe, Thl. v. S. 335. 
5 The Bishops of J en1salem and Constantinople cannot be l'eferred to here; 
for it was only subsequently that they were raised to the dignity of patriarchs. 
6 Gelasius, V olu,men acto'rurn Goncil. Nic. ii. 5; :Mansi, ii. 806; Hard. i. 
375. 
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same l1Ïstorian. No,v they are not to be found in Eusebius ; 
therefore they have no historical value. But it must be 
remarked, that Gelasins does not copy servilely from Euse- 
bins; but in different places he gives details .which are not 
in that author, and ,vhich he had learned from other sources. 
Thus, after the passage concerning Hosius, he inserts some 
additional information about the Bishop of Byzantium. A 
little further on in the same chapter, he changes the number 
of bvo hundred and fifty bishops, given by Eusebins, into 
"three hundred and more," and that .without giving the 
least indication that he is repeating literally the words of 
Eusebius. 'Ve are therefore brought to believe that Gelasius 
has acted in the san1e ,yay as to Hosius in this passagè, 
by introducing the infonnation derived from another source 
into the passage taken from Eusebius, and not at all from 
having misunderstood Eusebius. 
'Vhen Baronius and several other Catholic ecclesiastical his- 
torians assign to the papal legate Rosins the honour of the 
presidency, they are supported by several authorities for this 
opinion besides Gelasius. Thus, S. Athanasius, in his Apo- 
logia de fuga,l thus expresses himself about Hosius: r;ro tar; 
ryàp où Kae7]'Y
uaTo; that is to say, "Of what synod was 
he not president 1" Theodoret speaks just in the same way:2 
II , , , 
 , ,
 S 3" . 
OLar; "lap OUX '1}ry1]uaTO UUlJOOOV. o crates, In gIvIng 
the list of the principal members of the Council of Nicæa, 
,vrites it in the following order: "Hosius, Bishop of Cor- 
dova; Vitus and Vincentius, priests of Rome; Alexander, 
Bishop of Alexandria; Eustathius, Bishop of Antioch; Ma- 
carius, Bishop of Jerusalem." 'Ve see that he follows the 
order of rank: he would therefore never have placed the 
Spanish bishop, Hosius, before the great patriarchs of the 
East, if he had not been the representative of the Pope! 


1 B. 5, Athanasii Opera, ed. Patav. 1777, i. 256. 
2 Hist. Eccl. ii. 15. 3 i. 13. 
4 It may be objected that Socrates also mentions, after :Macarius Bishop of 
Jerusalem, Arpocration Bishop of Cynopolis (in Egypt), although this episco- 
pal see had no such high rank. But, as has been remarked by the Ballerini, 
Socrates simply intended to give a list of the patriarchs, or their representa- 
tives, according to rank. As for the other bishops, he contented himself with 
mentioning one only as antesi[Jnamls reliqui, and he took the first name in 
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An exan1ination of the signatures of the Council of Nicæa 
leads us again to the same conclusion. It is true that there 
are many variations to be found in these signatures, if several 
manuscripts are consulted, and that these manuscripts are 
often faulty and defective, as Tillemont 1 has conclusively 
sho,vn; but in spite of these defects, it is a very significant 
fact, that in every copy, ,vithout one exception, Hosius and 
the t,vo Ron1an priests sign the first, and ciftcr them Alexan- 
der Patriarch of Alexandria signs. On this subject the t,vo 
lists of signatures given by J\Iansi 2 may be consulted, as ,veIl 
as the two others given by Gelasius: in these latter Rosius 
expressly signs in the name of the Church of Rome, of the 
Churches of Italy, of Spain, and of the "\Vest; the t,vo Ron1an 
priests appear only as his attendants. In J\Iansi's t,vo lists, 
it is true, nothing indicates that Rosins acted in the Pope's 
nan1e, whilst we are informed that the t,vo Ron1an priests 
did so. nut this is not so surprising as it n1ight at first 
sight appear, for these Roman priests had no right to sign 
for themselves: it ,vas therefore necessary for them to say in 
,v hose name they did so; ,vhilst it was not necessary for Rosins, 
who as a bishop had a right of his o,vn. 
Schröckh 3 says that Hosius had his distinguished posi- 
tion on account of his great influence with the E111perOr; but 
this reasoning is very feeble. The bishops did not sign 
according as they were more or less in favour ,vith Constan- 
tine. If such order had been followed, Eusebius of Cæsarea 
would have been among the first. It is highly important to 
remark the order in w11Ïch the signatures of the Council,vere 
given. The study of the lists proves that they follo,ved the 
order of provinces: the metropolitan signed first, and after 


his list after the Bishop of Alexandria. Cf. Baller. de Antiq. Collect., etc., in 
Gallanùi, de vetustis Canonum Collectionibus, i. 256. 
1 i. c. p. 355. 
2 ii. 692, 697. See also 1tfansi, ii. 882, 927. 'Vhat has been said above 
also shows that Socrates consulted a similar list, in which Hosius and the 
Roman priests were the first to sign. These lists, especially the larger ones, 
which are generally translated into Latin (:Mansi, ii. 882 sq.), contain, it is 
true, several inaccuracies in detail, but they are most certainly authentic on 
the whole. Cf. Baller. l.c. p. 254 sq. 
3 Schröckh, Kirchen[Jesch. TIll. v. S. 336. 
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him the suffragans; the metropolitan of another province 
follo,ved, and then his suffragan bishops, etc. The enumera- 
tion of the proyinces themselves was in no p:u:ticular order: 
thus the province of Alexandria came first, then the Thebäid 
and Libya, then Palestine and Phænicia; not till after that 
the province of Antioch, etc. At the head of each group of 
signatures was ahvays written the name of the ecclesiastical 
province to ,vhich they belonged; and this is ol11Ïtted only 
in the case of Hosius and the t,vo Roman priests. They 
signed first, and ,vithout naming a diocese. It will perhaps 
be objected, that as the Synod ,vas chiefly conlposed of Greek 
bishops, they allo,ved the 'Vesterns to sign first out of con- 
sideration for them; but this supposition is inadmissible, for 
at the end of the lists of the signatures of the Council are 
found the names of the representatives of two ecclesiastical 
provinces of the Latin Church. Since Gaul and Africa are 
placed at the end, they ,vould certainly have been united to 
the province of Spain, if Hosius had represented that pro- 
vince only, and had not attended in a higher capacity. To- 
gether ,vith the t,vo Roman priests, he represented no particular 
church, but ,vas the president of the ,vhole Synod: therefore 
the name of no province was added to his signature,-a fresh 
proof that ,ve must recognise in him and his t,vo colleagues 
the 7rpÓEðpot spoken of by Euscbius. The analogy of the 
other æcumenical councils also brings us to the sanle conclu- 
sion; particularly that of the Council of Ephesus, in ,vhich 
Cyril of Alexandria, an other,vise distinguished bishop, ,,,,ho 
held the office of papal legate, like Hosius at Nicæa, signed 
first, before all the other legates ,vho canle from Italy. 
It ,vould be superfluous, in the consideration of the ques- 
tion ,vhieh is now occupying us, to speak of the æClunenical 
council
 held subsequently to these eight first, since no one 
doubts that these more recent councils ,vere presided over 
either by the Pope or his legates. vVe ,viII therefore conclude 
the discussicn of this point ,vith the remark, that if in some 
national councils the Emperor or Kings were presidents,! it was 
either an honorary presidency only, or else they were mixed 
I Thus Charles the Great at the Synod of Frankfurt in 794, and King Genulf 
at that of Eccanceld in England in 799. cr. Hard. iv. 882 E, 925 C. 
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councils assembled for State business as ,veIl as for that of 
the Church. 
The Robber-Synod of Ephesus, ,vhich ,vas held in 449, 
departed frOln the rule of all the æcumenical councils in the 
matter of the presidency; and it is well to mention this 
Synod, because at first it ,vas regarded as an æcumenical 
council. 'Ve have before said that the presidency of it ,vas 
refused to the Pope's legates; and by order of the Emperor 
Theodosius II., ,vho had been deceived, it ,vas bestowed upon 
Dioscurus of Alexandria. 1 But the sensation produced by 
this unusual measure, and the reasons given at Chalcedon by 
the papal legates for declaring this Synod of Ephesus to be 
invalid, indisputably prove that ,ve may here apply the well- 
kno,vn axioln, exceptio firn
at regulan
. 


SEC. 6. OonfiT'rnation of the DeC?1ces of the Oouncils. 
The decrees of the ancient æcun1enical councils were con- 
firmed by the Emperors and by the Popes; those of the later 
councils by the Popes alone. On the subject of the confir
 
n1ation of the Elnperors we have the follo,ving facts:- 
1. Constantine the Great solemnly confirmed the Nicene 
Creed immediately after it had been dra,vn up by the Council, 
and he threatened such as would not subscribe it \vith exile. 2 
At the conclusion of the Synod he raised all the decrees of 
the assembly to the position of la,vs of the empire; declared 
them to be divinely inspired; and in several ediots still par- 
tially extant, he required that they should be most faithfully 
observed by all his su bj ects. 3 
2. The second CEcumenical Council expressly asked for the 
confirmation of the Emperor Theodosius the Great,4 and he 
responded to the wishes of the assembly by an edict dated the 
30th July 381. 5 
3. The case of the third (Ecumenical Council, which was 
held at Ephesus, was peculiar. The Emperor Theodosius II. 
I Hard. ii. 80. 2 Rufin. Hist. Eccl. i. 5 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9. 
3 Euse b. Vita Const. iii. 17 -19; Socra t. i. 9; Gelasii V olumen actorum 
Concilii Nic. lib. ii. c. 36 ; in Hard. i. 445 sqq. ; :Mansi, ii. 919. 
4 Hard. i. 807. 
6 Cod. Tlteodos. i. 3; de Fide Cath. vi. 9. See also Valesius' notes tc 
Socrates, v. 8. 
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had first been on the heretical side, but he was brought to 
acknow ledge by degrees that the orthodox part of the bishops 
assembled at Ephesus formed the true Synod.! Ho'wever, he 
did not in a general ,yay give his confirmation to the decrees 
of the Council, because he ,yould not approve of the deposition 
and exclusion pronounced by the Council against the bishops 
of the party of Antioch. 2 Subsequently, ho'wever, when Cyril 
and John of Antioch were reconciled, and ,vhen the party of 
Antioch itself had ackno'wledged the Council of Ephesus, 
the Emperor sanctioned this reconciliation by a special decree,' 
threatened all ,vho should disturb the peace; and by exiling 
N estorius, and by comnlandiug all the N estorian writings to 
be burnt, he confirmed the principal decision given by the 
Council of Ephesus. s 
4. The Emperor 
larcian consented to the doctrinal de- 
crees of the fourth CEcumenical Council, held at Chalcedon, 
by publishing four edicts on the 7th February, 13th March, 
6th and 28th July 452. t 
5. The close relations existing bet-ween the fifth CEcumenical 
Council and the Emperor Justinian are ,vell known. This 
Council merely carried out and sanctioned what the Emperor 
had before thought necessary and decided; and it bo,,
ed so 
obsequiously to his wishes, that Pope Vigilius would have 
nothing to do ,vith it. The Emperor Justinian sanctioned 
the decrees pronounced by the Council, by sending an official 
to the seventh session, and he afterwards used every endeavour 
to obtain the a.pprobation of Pope Vigilius for this Council. 
6. The Emperor Constantine Pogonatus confirmed the de- 
crees of the sixth Council, first by signing them:; (ultimo loco, 
as 've have seen); but he sanctioned them also by a very 
long edict which Hardouin has preserved. 6 
7. In the last session of the seventh CEcumenical Council, 
the Empress Irene, with her son, signed the decrees made in the 
preceding sessions, and thus gave them the imperial sanction. 7 
It is not kno,vn ,vhether she after,vards promulgated an 
especial decree to the same effect. 


1 Mansi, v. 255, 659 ; Hard. i. 1667. 
3 Mansi, v. 255, 
13, 920. 
fi Hard. iii. 1435. 6 Hard. ill. 1446, 1633. 



 :l\Iansi, iv. 1465. 
4 Hard. ii. 659, 662, 675 s. 
7 Hard. Ü. 483-486. 
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8. The Ernperor Basil the 1\Iacedonian and his sons signed 
the acts of the eighth CEcumenical Council. His signature 
followed that of the patriarchs, and preceded that of the 
other bishops. 1 In 870 he also published an especial edict, 
making kno,vn his approval of the decrees of the CouIicil. 2 
The papal confirmatio
 of all these eight first æcumenical 
councils is not so clear and distinct. 
1. The signatures of the Pope's legates, Hosius, Vitus, and 
V'incentius, subscribed to the acts of the Council before the 
other bishops: must be regarded as a sanction from the See of 
Rome to the decrees of Nicæa. Five documents, dating froln 
the fifth century, mention, besides, a solemn approval of the 
acts of the Council of Nicæa, given by Pope Sylvester and a 
Roman synod of 275 bishops. It is granted that these docu- 
nlents are not authentic, as ,ve shall sho'w in the history of 
the Council of Nicæa; but ,ve nevertheless consider it very 
probable that the Council of Nicæa 'vas recognised and ap- 
proved by an especial act of Pope Sylvester, and not merely 
by the signature of his legates, for the follo,ving reasons :- 
It is undeniable, as ,ve shall presently see, that 
a. The fourth CEcumenical Council looked upon the papal 
confirmation as absolutely necessary for ensuring the validity 
of the decrees of the Council; and there is no good ground for 
maintaining that this ,vas a ne-w principle, and one 'v hich ,vas 
not known and recognised at the time of the Nicene Council. 
ß. Again, in 485, a synod, composed of above forty bishops 
from different parts of Italy, ,vas quite unanirnous in assert- 
ing, in opposition to the Greeks, that the three hundred and 
eighteen bishops of Nicæa had. their decisions confirmed by 
the authority of the holy Roman Church (con.fiT11uttione11
 re'ru?n 
atque auctoritatc?1
 sanctæ R0111,anæ Ecclcsiæ clctulcru.nt).3 
'Y. Pope Julius I. in the same ,yay declared, a few years 
after the close of the Council of Nicæa, that ecclesiastical 
decrees (the decisions of synods 4 ) ought not to be published 
,vithout the consent of the Bishop of Rome, and that this is 
a 'rule and a law of the Church. 4 
ô. Dionysius the Less also maintained that the decisions of 


1 See above, sec. 5. 
3 Hard. ii. 856. 



 Hard. v. 935. 
t Socrat. lIist. Eecl. ii. 17. 
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the Council of Nicæa "rere sent to Ronle for approval; 1 and 
it is not improbable that it was the general opinion upon this 
point ,,,,hich contributed to produce those spurious docunlents 
,vhich 've possess. 
2. 'Yhen the Pope and the \Vestern bishops heard the de- 
crees of the Council of Constantinople, held in 381, subse- 
sequentIyaccepted as the second {Ecumenical Council, they 
ei:pressed in an Italian synod their disapproval of some of 
the steps taken, although they had not then received the 
acts of the Counci1. 2 Soon after they had received the acts, 
Pope Damasus gave his sanction to the Council. This is the 
account given by Photius. 3 This approval, however, must 
have related only to the Creed of Constantinople; for the 
canons of this Council ,vere rejected by Pope Leo the Great, 
and subsequently, to,vards the year 600, still more explicitly 
by Pope Gregory the Great. 4 That the Creed of Constanti- 
nople had, ho,vever, the approbation of the Apostolié See, is 
sho,vn by the fact that, in the fourth General Council held at 
Chalcedon, the papal legates did not raise the least opposition 
,yhen this creed ,vas quoted as an authority, ,vhilst they pro- 
tested most strongly ,vhen the canons of Constantinople ,vere 
appealed to. It was, in fact, on account of the creed having 
been approved of by the Holy See, that after,vards, in the 
sixth century, Popes Vigilius, Pelagius II., and Gregory the 
Great, formally declared that this Council ,vas æcumenical, 
although Gregory at the same time refused to ackno,v ledge 
the canons it had promulgated. 
3. The third CEcumenical Council was held in the time of 
Pope Celestine, and its decisions ,,,,ere signed by his legates, 
S. Cyril, Bishops Arcadius and Projectus, and the Priest 
Philip.5 Besides this sanction, in the following year Ce- 
lestine's successor, Pope Sixtus III., sanctioned this Council of 
Ephesus in a more solemn manner, in several cÏrclùar and 
private letters, some of which have reached us. S 
1 Coustant. Epistolæ Pontif. P'ræf. pp. lxxxii. lxxix. ; Ran1. i. 311. 
2 Harcl. i. 845. 3 De Synodis, in :l\Iansi, iii. 595. 
4 Gregor. Opp. tom. ii. lib. 1 ; Epist. 25, p. 515 ; Leonis I. Epist. 106 (80), 
ad Anatol. c. 2. See afterwards, in the history of the second <:Ecumenical Council. 
5 Harù. i. 1527. 
6 ßlansi, v. 374 sq. ; and Coustallt. Epist. Pontif. 1231 sq. 
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4. The decisions of the fourth {Ecumenical Council, held at 
Chalcedon, were not only signed by the papal legates present 
at the Council, except the canons, and thus obtained a first 
sanction from the Apostolic See; but the Council, at the con- 
clusion of its sessions, sent all the acts of the Synod to the 
Pope, in order to obtain assent, approval, and confirmation for 
them, as is expressly set forth in the letter written by the 
Synod to the Pope ,vith these acts. We there read: '1T'âuav 

,..,.. "
,,, " 
V}J-LV 7"CJJV '1T'f.'1T'pary}J-f.vCJJv 7"'Y)V vvvap.lV eyvCJJpLuap.Lv f.L
 UVU7"aULV 

, ,,.. , 
 ,.. I ßß ' 
'Y} }J-f.7"EpaV Kat TCJJV '1T'ap 'l} }J-CJJV '1T'f.7Tpary }J-f.VCJJV f. alCJJU lV 7"f. Kat 
uuryKa7"á8f.UlV [We have made known to you the whole force 
of the things ,vhich have been done, in proof of our efforts, and 
in order to the approval and confinnation by you of ,vhat ,ve 
have done].1 The Emperor Marcian, like the Council, requested 
the Pope to sanction the decrees made at Constantinople in a 
special epistle, 'v hich he said 'would then be read in all the 
churches, that everyone n1ight kno,v that the Pope approved 
of the Synod. 2 Finally, the Archbishop of Constantinople, 
Anatolius, expressed hin1self in a sin1ilar ,yay to the Pope. He 
says: "The ,yhole force and confirmation of the acts has been 
reserved for the authority of your Holiness" (Gesto1'urn vis O1nnis 
et confirmatio auctoritati Vestræ Bcatit'lldinis fuerit reservata ).3 
Ho,vever, Pope Leo confirmed only those articles of the 
Council of Chalcedon 'v hich concerned the faith: he ex- 
pressly rejected the twenty-eighth canon, ,vhich granted in- 
adn1issible rights to the Bishop of Constantinople, without 
taking into account the sixth canon of Nicæa. 4 Leo pro- 
nounced the same judgment in several letters addressed either 
to the Emperor or to the Ern.press Pulcheria;5 and he charged 
his nuncio at Constantinople, Julian Bishop of Cos, to an- 
nounce to the Emperor that the sanction of the Holy See to 
the Council of Chalcedon should be sent to all the bishops 
of the empire. 6 
5. We have already seen 1 that it was after a protracted 
1 Ep. 89 of the collection of S. I.Jeo's letters in the Ballerini edition, i. 
1099. P. 292, ed. Lugd. 1770. 

 Ep. 110 in the collection of S. Leo's letters, l.c. 1182 sq. 
3 Ep. 132 in letters of S. Leo, i. 263 sq. 
4 Ep. 114 in Balleriui, i. 1193 sq. 
6 Ep. 115, 116. 6 Ep. 117. 7 P. 14. 
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refusal that Pope Vigilius finally sanctioned the decrees of 
the fifth CEculllenical Council. We have still t"\vo documents 
which refer to this question,-a decree sent to S. Eutychius 
Bishop of Constantinople, and the constitut'lt1n of February 
23, 554. 1 
6. The decisions of the sixth CEcumenical Council "\vere 
c;igned and accepted not only by the Pope's legates; but, like the 
Council of Chalcedon, this Synod also desired a special sanction 
. from the Pope, and asked for it in a letter "\vritten by the 
Synod to the Pope, whom they name Caput Ecclesiæ, and his 
see prima secles Ecclesiæ æc
tmenicæ.2 The successor of Pope 
Agatho, Leo II., gave this sanction in letters addressed to the 
Elnperor and to the bishops of Spain,3 which still exist. It 
is true that Baronius 4 has endeavoured. to prove these letters 
to be spurious, because they also 111ention the anathema pro- 
nounced against Pope Honorius; but their authenticity can- 
not be doubted on good grounds, and it has been successfully 
maintained by others, particularly by Pagi, Dupin, Donl 
Ceillier, Bo,ver,5 and N atalis Alexanc1er. 6 
7. As the Pope had co-operated in the convocation of the 
seventh CEculllenical Council, which "\vas presided over by his 
legates, so it was expressly sanctioned by Hadrian T., as he 
says himself in a letter to Charles the Great. His words are: 
Et ideo ipsarn suscepimus synodurn.7 However, the Pope .would 
not immediately send his sanction of the Council to the Em- 
peror of Constantinople, who had asked it of hin1, because the 
En1peror did not accede to two demands of the See of Rome 
'with respect to the jurisdiction of the Patriarchal See, and the 
restitution of the property of the Church. s Subsequently 
Pope Hadrian confirmed the sanction "\vhich he gave to the 
second Council of Nicæa, by having its acts translated into 
Latin, sending them to the Western bishops, and defending 


1 Hard. iii. 213 sq., 218 sqq. ' Hard. iii. 1632 E. 
3 Hard. iii. 1469 sqq., 1729 sqq. 4 Ad ann. 683, n. 13 sqq. 
5 Pagi, Crit. in Annal. Baron. ad ann. 683, n. 7; Dupin, Nouvelle Biblioth., 
etc., t. vi. p. 67, ed. Mons 1692; Hemi Ceillier, Hist. des auteurs sacrés J' 
Bower, Hist. of the Popes., voL iv. 
 108. 
6 N. Alex. Hist. Eeel. sæc.7, t. 5, p. 515, ed. 1778. 
7 Hard. iv. 819. 
H Hard. iv. 819. 
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them against the attacks of the French bishops in the 
" Caroline Books." 1 
8. Finally, the eighth CEcun1enical Council had not merely 
that kind of sanction 'which is inyolyed in the signatures of 
the Pope's legates at the end of its acts: it desired a more 
solen1n and express approbation,2 and Hadrian II. yielded to 
this desire; and in his letter addressed to the EUlperor,3 he 
sanctioned the dogn1atic part of the decisions of the Synod, 
but noted his dissatisfaction ,vith respect to other points. The 
fact that the Pope confirmed this Council is, lnoreover, made 
clear by his subsequently having a Latin translation of its 
acts made by the learned aùbot and librarian Anastasius, and 
by the fact that Anastasius ,vithout hesitation calls it an 
CEcunlenical Council in the preface addressed to the Pope 4 at 
the con1mencement of his translation. 
It ,vould be superfluous to sho,v that the Popes ahvays 
COnfirIlled the æcumenical councils of later times; for it is 
universally kno,yn that the influence of the Popes in all later 
Western councils has been greater, and that of the EU1peror 
less, than in the first eight councils. Popes have often pre- 
sided in person over these l110re recent councils, and then 
they could give their approbation orally. So it ,vas in the 
ninth, the tenth, and the eleventh CEculllenical Councils: 5 it 
,vas also the case in all the subsequent ones, except those of 
Basle and Trent; but the latter asked for and obtained an 
express confirIllation fronl the Pope. 6 Even in the middle 
ages several distinguished canonists demonstrated ,vith nluch 
perspicuity that this papal approbation ,vas necessary for the 
validity of æcunlenical councils; 7 and ,ve shall see the rea- 
son for this staten1ent: for the discussion of the cele brated 
question, "Is the Pope superior or inferior to an æcul1lenical 
council?" necessarily leads us to study nlore closely the 
relations ,vhich obtain bet\veen the Pope and the æcunlenical 
council. 


1 Rant iv. 773-820. 
 Harc1. v. 933 sqq., especial1y 935 A. 
3 Hard. v. 938. 4 Harù. v. 749. 
5 Hard. vi. P. ii. 1110, 1213, 1673. 
ti Se
s. 25 in fin. ; cr. Hard. x. 192, 198. 
r Hard. ix. 1229, 12i3, 1274. 
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SEC. 7. Rclation of tlM Pope to tlw (Ecumenical Coun
it. 
As everyone knows, the Councils of Constance and Basle 
asserted the superiority of the æcumenical council to the 
IIoIy See;1 and the French theologians placed this proposi- 
tion among the qllatllor propositiones Cieri Gallicani 2-the so- 
called Gallican Liberties. Other theologians have affirmed 
the contrary, saying that the Pope is superior to an æcume- 
nical council: for exan1ple, Roncaglia, in his learned reply to 
N atalis Alexander's dissertation; 3 also, before RoncagIia, the 
pros and cons had been disputed at great length and \vith 
much animation. The Ultramontanes especially relied upon 
the fact that, at the fifth Council of Lateran,4 Pope Leo àe- 
clared, without the least opposition in the Synod, that the 
authority of the Pope extended super olnnia concilia. 5 The 
Gallicans could only reply to tllls as follows: (a.) The Pope, 
it is true, had a document read in the Council \vhich con- 
tained this sentence, and it passed without opposition; but 
the Council did not give any formal decision: it did not make 
a solemn decree of this proposition. (b.) The Pope only 
used this sentence argu'Jì1Æntanclo, and not dcfiniendo, in order 
to use it as a proof, but ,vithout giving it as a general pro- 
position; and (c.) it is not certain that the fifth Lateran 
Council should be considered æcumenical 6 
fany maintain 
that Pope 
fartin v. sanctioned the decree of the Council of 
Constance establishing the superiority of the æcumenical 
council to the Pope, and Eugene IV. also sanctioned a similar 
decree from the Council of BasIe. 7 In point of fact, however, 
these two Popes sanctioned only a part of the decrees of the 
Councils of Basle and Constance. As for those of Basle, 


1 Hard. viii. 252, 258, 1318, 1343. 
2 Cf. upon this point the dissertation by EI. Dupin, "de Concili.i gene'1'alis 
8up,'a Romanum pontificem, auctoritate," in his book de Antiqua Ecclesiæ DiB- 
âplina; and the long dissertation (Diss. iv. ad sec. xv.) by N atalis Alexanùer 
in his jlistoria Eccl. ix. 286-339, 446-452, ed. Venet. 1778. 
S It has also been l)rinteù in the ninth vol. of N. Alexander, pp. 339-363. 
cr. also p. 470 sq. 
4 Sess. xi. 5 Hard. l. c. ix. 1828. 
6 See El. Dupin, l.c. ; and N atalis Alexander, ix. 439. . 
7 Nat. Alexander, ix. 289, 425 sq. 
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Eugene only sanctioned those 'which treated of three points, 
viz. the extinction of heresy, the pacification of Christendolll, 
and the general reform of the Church in its head and in its 
Inenlbers. 1 IVlartin v.* sanctioned only those decrees of the 
Council of Constance which had been made in materiis fidei 
concil1.'a1'iter et non aliter, nee alio modo. 2 Now the decrees in 
question, respecting the superiority of the general council to 
the Pope, have nothing to do with the faith, and were given 
at Constance rather tumultuaritcr than concilia'piter. 'Ve may 
add that the Council of Constance did not intend to utter a 
universal truth, but only, with reference to the case before it, 
asserted a superiority over the Pope, and particularly over 
the three Popes 'who ,vere then contending for sovereign 
power. It was more concerned to solve an entirely peculiar 
question, than to propound a general theory
3 Finally, it 
must not be forgotten that, on the 4th Septelnber 1439, Pope 
Eugene IV. and the Synod of Florence, in an especial con- 
stitution, Jrfoses, solemnly rejected the proposition that the 
council is superior to the Pope,-a proposition ,vhich had just 
been renewed in the thirty-third session of the Council of 
Basle, and had been there made a dogma. 4 
In confining themselves to this question, Is the Pope 
superior or inferior to a general council 1 the Gallicans and 
the Ultramontanes 5 did not understand that they were 
keeping on the surface of a very deep question, that of the 
position of the Holy See in the econonlY of the Catholic 
Church. A much clearer and deeper insight into the ques- 
tion has more recently been shown; and the real question 
may be summed up in the following propositions :-An æcu- 
menical council represents the whole Church: there must 
therefore be the same relation bet,veen the Pope and the 


1 Hard. viii. 1172. * See Preface. 
2 Hard. viii. 899 E, 902 A. Cf. Animadversiones, in Hat, Alex. ix. 361 sq., 
464 sq. 
3 Cf. Animad. in N at. Alex. .ix. 357 sq. 
4 Hard. ix. 1004; and Raynald, ad an. 1439, n. 29. cr. Nat. Alex. ix. 438 b, 
466 sq. ; Bellarmin. de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 13-19, in the ed. of his Disput. pub. 
lished at IIlßl)lstadt, i. 1204 sqq. 
5 auriali
& is the word used by Hefele, but tha.t in the text is more commOD 
and familia.r.-ED. 



I
TRODUCTIOY. 


51 


council as exists bet,veen the Pope and the ChuJ'ch. No,v, 
is the Pope above or belO"w the Church 1 Neither the one 
nor the other. The Pope is in the Church; he necessarily 
belongs to it; he is its head and its centre. The Church, 
like the human body, is an organized whole; and just as the 
head is not superior or inferior to the body, but forms a 
part of it, and is the principal part of it, so the Pope, ,vho is 
the head of the Church, is not superior or inferior to it: he 
is thc?"ifore neither above nor below the gene1"al council. The 
human organism is no longer a true body, but a lifeless 
trunk, ,vhen the head is cut off; so an asselnbly of bishops 
is no longer an æcumenical council ,vhen it is separated 
from the Pope. It is therefore a false statement of the 
question, to ask ,vhether the Pope is above or belo,v the 
general council. l On the other side, we 111ay rightly ask, 
Has an æcumenical council the right to depose the Pope 1 
According to the Synods of Constance and Basle and the Gal- 
licans, the Pope may be deposed for two principal reasons: 
(1) ob mores; (2) ob fidc1n, that is to say, ob hæresÍ1n. 2 But, 
in reality, heresy alone can constitute a reason for deposition;3 
for an heretical Pope has ceased to be a member of the Church: 
he therefore can be its president no longer. But a Pope who 
is guilty ob 'lnOTeS, a sinful Pope, still belongs to the visible 
Church: he must be considered as the sinful and unrighteous 
head of a constitutional kingdom, ,vho must be made as harm- 
less as possible, but not deposed. 4 If the question arises of 
several pretenders to the pontifical throne, and it is impossible 
to distinguish which is in the right, Bellarmin says 5 that in 
this case it is the part of the council to examine the claims 
of the pretenders, and to depose those who cannot justify 
their claims. This is what was done by the Council of Con- 
stance. In proceeding to this deposition, ho,vever, the Council 


1 See Roskovanny, De P'ì"irnatu, etc., p. 143 sq. ; 'Valter, Kirchenrecht, sec. 
158, 11th ed. S. 296 fr. 

 i.e. for immorality or heresy. 
3 Cf. Bellm'min. de Rom. Pontif. lib. ii. c. 30 E; de Conciliis, lib. ii. c. 19, 
in the Ingolstadt ed. i. 820, 1219 sq. 
4 Cf. 'V alter, Kirchenrecht
. Bellarmin. De disp'llt. vol. ii.; de Conciliis. 
lib. ii. c. 19. 
IS De Disput. vol. ii. lib. ii. c. 19. 
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has not the authority of an æcumenical council: it car..not 
have that authority until the legitimate Pope enters into rela- 
tion with it, and confirms it. The question is evidently only 
of the deposition of a pretender, who has not sufficient claim, 
and not that of a Pope legitimately elected. The Council 
of Constance would not have had any right to depose even 
John XXIll. if (a) the validity of this Pope's election had not 
been doubtful, (b) and if he had not been suspected of heresy. 
Besides, he abdicated, thus ratifying the deposition which had 
been pronounced. l 
vVe see from these considerations; of what value the sanc- 
tion of the Pope is to the decrees of a council. Until the 
I>ope has sanctioned these decrees, the assembly of bishops 
,vhich fonned thenl cannot pretend to the authority belonging 
to an æcumenical council, however great a number of bishops 
Inay compose it; for there cannot be an æcunlenical council 
,vithout union with the Pope. 
SEC. S.-Infallibility of ffi
clt1ncnical Councils. 
This sanction of. the Pope is also necessary for ensuring 
infallibility to the decisions of tç.e council. According to 
Catholic doctrine, this prerogative can be claimed only for the 
decisions of æcu1ncnical councils, and only for their decisions 
in 'rcbus fidei ct 'nL();rU'ln, not for pUIely disciplinary decrees. 
This doctrine of the Catholic Church upon the infallibility of 
æcumenical councils in matters of faith and morality, pro- 
ceeds fronl the conviction, dra"wn from Holy Scripture, that 
the Holy Spirit guides the Church of God (consequently also 
the Church assembled in an æculnenical council), and that He 
keeps it from all error; 2 that Jesus Christ will be ,vith His 
own until the .end of the \vorld;3 that the gates of hell (there- 
fore the po,vers of error) will never prevail against the Church. 4 
The apostles evinced their conviction that the Holy Spirit is 
present in general conncils, ,vhen they published their decrees 
\vith this forluula, Visum cst Spiritui sancto et nobis 5 (it seemed 
good to the Holy Ghost and to us), at the Synod held at 


1 
Iansi, Nota in Natal. Alex. l.c. scholion ii. 286. 

 John xvi. 13, xiv. 26. 3 :Matt. xxviii. 20. 
. 
Iatt. xvi. 18. D Acts xv. 28. 
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Jerusalem. The Church, sllaring this conviction of the 
apostles, has ahvays taught that the councils are infallible in 
'rebus fidei ct m011U1n, and has considered all those who did 
not believe in this infallibility to be heretics, and separate 
from the Church. Constantine the Great called the decrees 
of the Synod of Nicæa a divine commandment (BEta v Èv- 
TOÀ
V).l Athanasins, in his letter to the bishops of Africa, 
exclaimed: "'Vhat God hath spoken through the Council of 
:Kicæa endureth for ever." S. Ambrose is so thoroughly con- 
,inced of the infallibility of the general council, that he 
writes: " Scquor tractatu1n l\-ricæni concilii a quo me nee mors 
nee gladius poterit separaTe" 2 (I follo,v the guidance of the 
Kicene Council, frolll ,vhich neither death nor s,vord ,viII be 
able to separate me). Pope Leo the Great, speaking of his 
explanation respecting the two natures in Jesus Christ, says 
expressly that it has already been corroborated by the "eon- 
sensu, irrctTactabili" of the Council of Chalcedon; 3 and in 
another letter, " non posse inter eatholicos rcputari, qui rcsis- 
tunt Nieæno vel Ohalceclonensi coneilio" 4 (that they cannot be 
counted among Catholics ,vho resist the Council of Nicæa or 
Chalcedon). Pope Leo again says in this same letter, that 
the decrees of Chalcec10n ,vere given "instruentc Spiritu.l 
sancto," and that they are rather divine than human decrees. 6 
Bellarmin 6 and other theologians quote a great number of 
other texts, dra,vn fronl the ,yorks of the Fathers, which prove 
that this belief in the infallibility of æcumenical councils has 
ahvays been part of the Church's creed. \Ve select fronl 
them this of Gregory the Great: " I venerate the four first 
æcumenical councils equally with the four Gospels
' 1 (sicut 
q1latuor Evangelia). Bellarmin 8 as well as Steph. 
Tiest9 have 
refuted every objection ,vhich can be brought. against the infal- 
libility of æcumenical councils. 
The same infallibility lllust be accorded to councils which 


1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 20. 
3 Ep. 65, ad Theodoret. 
ð Hard. ii. 702. 
1 Lib. i. c. 24. 
8 Bellar. Disput. vol. ii. ; de Ooncil. lib. iii. c. 6-9. 
g De1Jwnstratio reli[Jionis Cat/I,. iii. 542 sq. 


2 Ep. 21. 
4 Ep. 78, ad Leon. August. 
ð Disp. vol. ii. ; de Cone. lib. ii. c. 3 
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are not æcumenical, when their decrees have received the 
sanction of the Pope, and been accepted by the ,vhole Church. 
The only formal difference, then, existing bet,veen these coun- 
cils and those ,vhich are æcumenical is this, that all the 
bishops of the Church were not invited to take part in theln. 1 
SEC. 9. Appeal jTo1n the Pope to an atc'll1nenical Council. 
The question, ,vhether one can appeal from the decision of a 
Pope to that of an æcumenical council, is highly important, and 
has often been yentilated. Pope Celestine I., as early as the 
fifth century, declared that such an appeal was inadmissible. 2 
It is true that, in the first centuries, questions ,vere often con- 
sidered by the councils which had before been decided by the 
Pope; but, as Peter de l\Iarca þas sho'wn, that was not an ap- 
peal properly so called. He also shows that the Ell1perOr 
Frederick II. 'was the first ,vho formally appealed from the de- 
cision of a Pope to that of a general council. 3 Pope l\lartin v., 
nnd subsequently Pope Pius II.,4 were led again to prohibit 
these appeals, because they recurred too often, and especially 
on account of the exorbitant demands of the Council of Con- 
stance.:> Jlùius II. and Paul v. rene'wed these prohibitions in 
the sixteenth century. In 1717 a great sensation was caused 
by the appeal of many J ansenists to a general council against 
the Bull Unigenit'lls of Pope Clement XI. But in his brief 
.Pastoralis officii the Pope threatened with excommunication 
everyone who promoted the appeal, and did not sign the Bull 
Unigenitus,. and also compelled the abandonment of the 
appeal, and the dispersion of the appealing party. Even the 
Protestant historian !1:osheim ,vrote against this appeal, and 
plainly sho,ved the contradiction there was between it and 
the Catholic principle of the unity of the Church; 6 and 
indeed it must be confessed, that to appeal from the Pope to 
1 Bellarmin. l.c. lib. ii. c. V.-X. 2 C. 16 and 17; Causa ix. q. 3. 
3 De :Marca, de Concord. sacerd. et imperii, lib. iv. c. 17. 
4 Cf. the bull of Pius II. dated Jan. 18, 1459. 
:; De :Marca, de Concord. sacerd. et i'm,perii, lib. iv. c. 17 ; and Sc1uöckh, 
Kirchengesch. Bd. 32, S. 223 and 227. 
6 :Mosheim, de Galloru1n appellationibus ad con cilium universæ Ecclesiæ, 
twitatem Ecclesiæ spectabilis tollentibus, in the first vol. of his Disse1.t. ad Hlst. 
Eccl. p. 577 sq. 
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a council} an authority usually very difficult to constitute and 
to consult, is simply to cloak ecclesiastical insubordination by 
a mere formality.! 
SEC. 1 O. NU'fJ
ber of the {Ecumenical Oouncils. 
Bellarmin reckons eighteen æcumenical councils as univer- 
sally ackno,vlec1ged;2 but on the subject of the fifth Lateran 
Council, he says that it ,vas doubted by many: "Au fuerit vere 
generale,. ideo 
lSqUC ad hanc diem quæstio superest, etiam inter 
catlwlicos."3 Some historians have also raised doubts as to the 
æcumenical character of the Council held at Vienne in 1311. 
There are therefore only the follo,ving sixteen councils which 
are recognised ,vithout any opposition as æcunlenical :- 


1. That of Nicæa in 325. 
2. The first of Constantinople in 381. 
3. That of Ephesus in 431. 
4. That of Chalcedon in 451. 
5. The second of Constantinople in 553. 
6. The third of Constantinople in 680. 
7. The second of Nicæa in 787. 
8. The fourth of Constantinople in 869. 
9. The first Lateran in 1123. 
10. The second Lateran in 1139. 
11. The third Lateran in 11 79. 
12. The fourth Lateran in 1215. 
13. The first of Lyons in 1245. 
14. The second of Lyons in 1274. 
15. That of Florence in 1439. 
16. That of Trent, from 1545 to 1563. 


The æcumenical character of the follo,ving synods IS con- 
tested :- 


1. That of Sarc1ica, about 343-344. 
2. That in Trullo, or the Quinisext, in 692. 
3 That of Vienne in 1311. 


1 Cf. 'Valter, Kirchenr. l.c. 
 158; and Ferraris, BibliotTteca prompia, etc., 
8. v. Appellatio. 
I De Concil. lib. i. c. 5. 3 De Condl. lib. ii. c. 15. 
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4. That of Pisa in 1409. 
5. That of Constance, from 1414 to 1418. 
6. That of Basle, from 1431 to 1439. 
7. The fifth Lateran, from 1512 to 151 7. 


We have else\vhere 1 considered whether the Synod of Sardica 
can lay claim to the title of æcumenical, and we will again take 
up the question at the proper time. We may here recapitu- 
late, in five short propositions, the result of our researches :_ 
a. The history of the Council of Sardica itself furnishes no 
reason for considering it to be æcumenical. 
b. No ecclesiastical authority has declared it to be so. 
c. 'Ve are not therefore obliged to consider it to be æcume- 
nical; but we must also add, 
d. That it was very early, and has been in all ages, highly 
esteemed by the orthodox Church. 
e. Besides, it is of small importance to discuss its æcu- 
menical character, for it gave no decree in rebus fidei, and 
therefore issued no decisions with the stamp of infaIlibility. 
As for disciplinary decrees, \vhatever council promulgates 
them, they are subject to modification in the course of time: 
they are not irreformable, as are the doctrinal decrees of 
æcumenical councils. 
The Trullan Council, also called the Quinisext, is con- 
sidered to be æcumenical by the Greeks only. The Latins 
could not possibly have accepted several of its decrees, which 
are dra,vn up in distinct opposition to the Roman Church: 
for instance, the thirteenth canon, directed against the celibacy 
observed in the \Vest; the thirty-sixth canon, on the equal 
rank of the Bishops of Constantinople and of Rome; and the 
fifty-fifth canon, \vhich forbids the Saturday's fast. 2 
The Council of Vienne is generally considered to be the 
fifteenth illcumenical Council, and Bellarmin also accedes to 
this. 3 The Jesuit Damberger, in his Synch?'onical History of 
t1
e }'Iiddle Ages, expresses a different opinion. 4 " Many his.. 


1 TÜbin[Jer Quartalsehrift, 1852, S. 399-415. 
I Cf. Natal. Alex. Hist. Beel. sec. vii. vol. v. p. 528. Bellarmin. l.c. 7. 
8 De Ooncil. lib. i. c. 5. 
6 Synchronistische Geschichte des Mittelalters, Bd. xiii. S. 177 r. 
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torians," he says, ct especially French historians, consider this 
Council to be one of the most famous, the most venerable, 
and the most inlportant which has been held, and regard it 
as the fifteenth illcumenical. The enemies of the Church will 
gladly accept such an opinion. It is true that Pope Clement v. 
,vished to call an æcumenical council, and of this the Bull of 
Convocation speaks; but Boniface VIII. had also the same 
desire, and yet no one wOlùd give such a name to the assembly 
,yhich he opened at TIonle on the 13th October 1302. It is 
also true that, after the bishops of all countries have been 
sunlnloned, the title and weight of an æcumenical council 
cannot be refused to a synod under the pretext that Dlany 
bishops did not respond to the invitation; but the name 
demands at least that the assenlbly should be occupied 'with 
the conlmon and universal concerns of the Church-that they 
should come to decisions ,vhich should then be promlùgated 
for the obedience of the faithful N o,v," says Damberger, 
" nothing of all this took place at the Council of Vienne." 
'Ve reply, that this last statement is a mistake. The Council 
promulgated a ,vhole series of decrees, which in great measure 
relate to the ,vhole Church, and not merely to one province 
only-for example, those concerning the Templars; and these 
decrees ,vere certainly published. 1\10reover, the fifth Lateran 
Council, ,vhich ,ve adnlit to be æcumenical, spoke of that of 
Vienne, in its eighth session, as a generale. l A different 
judgnlent must be given respecting the Council of Pisa, held 
in 1409. It ,vas naturally from the beginning considered to 
be ,vithout ,veight or authority by the partisans of the two 
Popes whom it deposed, viz. Gregory XII. and Benedict XIII. 2 
The Carthusian Boniface Ferrer, brother to S. Vincent Ferrer, 
and legate of Benedict XIII. at this Synod, called it an heretical 
and diabolical assembly. But its character as æcumenical has 
also been questioned by those ,vho took no part for either of the 
tw"O antipopes-by Cardinal de Bar, and a little subsequently 
by S. Antonine Archbishop of Florence. 3 We might add to 
these many friends of reform, like Nicholas of Clélllonge and 
1 Hard. ix. 1719. I Haynald. Contino Annal. Baron. ad an. 1409, n. 74. 
3 Cf. BeUarmin, de Concil. lib. i. c. 8; Mansi, Collect. Concil. xxvi. 1160; 
,nd Lenfant, Hist. du Condie de Pise, p. 303 sq. 
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Theodoric of Brie, ,vho were dissatisfied ,vith it. Gerson, 
on the contrary, ,yho about this time wrote his book De 
A ufe1"ibiUtate Papæ, defended the decrees of the Council of 
Pisa. Almost all the Gallicans have tried, as he did, to give 
an æcun1enical character to this Council, because it was the 
first to lllake use of the doctrine of the superiority of a general 
council to the Pope. 1 nut in order that a council should be 
æcumenical, it must be recognised as such by the ,vhole of 
Christendom. N ow, more than half the bishops of Christendom 
(episcopatus dispC1"SUS), as ,veIl as whole nations, have protested 
against its decisions, and would not receive them. For this 
reason, neither ecclesiastical authority nor the most trust- 
,vorthy theologians have ever nlunbered it an10ng the æClune- 
nical councils. 2 It must also be said that some Ultramontanes 
have had too little regard for this Council, in saying that the 
election made by it of Pope Alexander v. was valueless, and 
that Gregory XII. ,vas still the legitÌ1nate Pope until his volun- 
tary abdication in 1415. 3 
The Gallicans ,,"'ere very anxious to prove the Council of 
Constance to be æcumenical It is true that it ,vas assem- 
bled in a regular manner; but, according to the principles 
,ve have eXplained above, it necessarily lost its æcumenical 
character as long as it 'vas separated from the head of 
the Church. The sessions, ho,vever, ,yhich ,vere held after 
the election of Pope l\Iartin V., and ,vith his consent and 
approbation-that is, sessions 42 to 45-must be considered 
as those of an æcun1enical council. The same consideration 
111ust be given to the decrees of the earlier sessions, ,vhich 
concern the faith (res fidei), and ,vere given conciliaritcr as 
they were approved by Pope l\lartin v. There ,vas no special 
enm11eration of them given by the Pope; but he evidently 


1 We may name Edmund Ric11er, Historia Ooncil. gen. lib. ii. c. 2, sec. 6 ; 
nos'-met, Defensio cl
1'i gallic. P. ii. lib. ix. c. 11; N. Alex. Hist. Eccl. sec. xv. 
et xvi. diss. ii. vol. ix. p. 267 sq. 
51 Cf. Animadversiones, by Roncaglia, in Natal. Alex. l.c. p. 276 sq. 
3 This is the ()pinion of RaynalJ in his Contino Annali'llm Baron. ad ann. 
1409, n. 79-81, 
nd of Peter Ea11erini, de Potestate ecclesiastica 8ltmmOrUm 
Pontificum et Concil. gen. C. 6. Eel1armin, ()n the contrary, considers Alex- 
ander V. as the legitimate Pope, and cans the Council of })isa a "concilium 
flene'rale nee app1'obat-um nee reprQ
at-um." 
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intended those condemning the heresies of Huss and 'Vi ckl iffe. 
N atalis Alexander endeavours to show that this sanction also 
conlprehended the fourth and fifth sessions, and their decrees 
establishing the superiority of councils over the Pope. l But 
Roncaglia has refuted his opinion, and maintained the right 
view of the matter, ,vhich .we have already asserted. 2 As for 
those ,vho entirely refuse an æcumenical character to the 
Council of Constance in all its parts, it suffices for their 
refutation to recall, besides the approbation ()f l\lartin Y., ,vhat 
Pope Eugene IV. wrote on the 22d July 1446 to his legates in 
Gernlany: "Ad Í1nitationem ss. PP. et prædcccssorum nostrorum, 
sicut illi generalia concilia venerari consucverunt, sic generralia 
concilia Constantiense ct Basileense ab fJ'us initio 
{sqIte ad trans- 
lationem per nos factam, absqu.Æ tamen præjudicio juris, digni- 
tatis et præ-eminentiæ S. Sedis apostolicæ . . . cU/Jn omni 
reTerentia et de1:otione suscipim'lls, complectÙnur ct vencram1tr" 3 
[In imitation of the most holy Popes our predecessors, as 
they have been \vont to venerate general councils, so do we 
receive ,vith all reverence and devotion, em brace and venerate 
the General Councils of Constance and Basle, yet without 
prejudice to the right, dignity, and pre-eminence of the Holy 
Apostolic See]. The 1110derate Gallicans maintain that the 
Council of Basle was æcumenical until its translation to 
Ferrara, and that it then lost this character; for it ,vould be 
impossible to consider as æcumenical the conciliabulum ,vhich 
renlained behind at Basle, and ,vas continued later at Lau- 
sanne under the antipope Felix v. 4 Edmund Richer:> and the 
advanced Gallicans, on the contrary, consider the whole of the 
Council of Basle to be æcumenical, from its stormy beginning 
to its inglorious end. Other theologians, on the contrary, 
refuse this character to the Council of Basle in all its sessions. 
This is the opinion of Bellarmin, Roncaglia, and L. Holstenius. 6 


1 Rist. Ecel. sec. xv. diss. iv. pp. 289, 317. 
2 Roncagl. Animadv. ad Nat. Alex. Hist. Eccl. l.c. pp. 361, 359. 
3 Roncagl. l.c. p. 465 ; Raynalcl. Cont. Annal. Baron. ad an. 1446, D. 3. 
4 Nat. Alex. l.c. ix. 433 sq. 
5 Hist. Concil. gener. lib. iii. c. vii. 
6 Bell. De Goneil. lib. 1. c. vii. ; RoncagIia, in his Animadversiones in Nat. 
Alex. l.c. p. 461 j and Lucas Holstenius, in a special diss. inserted in ]'lansi, 
:x
i1::. 1222 sq. 
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According to Gieseler,l Bellarnlin has given the title of æcu- 
lllenical to the Council of Basle in another passage of his 
celebrated IJisputationes. 2 This is not so. Bellarmin says 
that the Council of Basle ,vas legitimate at its opening, that 
is to say, so long as the papal legate and a great number of 
bishops ,vere present; but subsequently, when it deposed the 
Pope, it was only a conciliabulum schismaticum, seclitios1l1n, et 
nullÙ{;s prOrS?ÆS a
wtoritatis. It ,vas by Bellarmin's advice 
that the acts of the Council of Basle were not included in 
the collection of æcumenical councils made at Ronle in 1609. 
Those ,vho are absolutely opposed to the Council of Easle, 
and refuse the æcumenical character to all its sessions, give the 
follo,ving reasons :- 
a. There ,vas only a very snlall nUTIlber of bishops (7 -8) 
at the first sessions of this Synod, and therefore one cannot 
possibly consider it to be an æcumenical council 
b. Before its second session, this Council, promising no 
good results, ,vas dissolved by Pope Eugene IV. 
c. From this second session, according to the undeniable 
testinlony of history, the assembly 'was ruled by passion; its 
members ,vere enlbittered against each other; business ,vas 
not carried on with becoming calmness, but in the midst of 
complete anarchy; the bishops' secretaries spoke and shouted 
in the sessions, as Æneas Sylvius and others testify.3 
d. Eugene IV. did certainly at a later period, after the 
fifteenth session, confirm all that had been done in the pre- 
ceding; but this confirmation ,vas extorted from him ,vhen he 
,vas ill, and by the threat that, if he did not consent to give 
it, he should lose the adherence of the princes and cardinals, 
and be deposed from the papal chair. 4 
e. This confirmation has no value, even supposing that the 
Pope gave it in flùl consciousness, and ,vith entire freedom; 
for it ,vas only signed by him on condition that the menlbers 
of the Council of Basle should repeal all the decrees ,vhich 
they had given agajnst the authority of the Pope, which they 
never did. 5 
1 KirclLengesclt. Bd. ii. 4, S. 52. 2 De Eccl. 1.Iilit. lib. iii. c. 16. 
s cr. Roncagl. Animadver. l.c. p. 463 A. 
4 cr. Turrecremata, in Roncaglia, l.c. p. 4C3 A. 
 Hard. viii. 157 B, C. 
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f The Pope simply allowed the Council to continue its 
sessions, and he withdrew his bull of dissolution again; but 
these concessions inlply no sanction of what the Council had 
done in its preceding sessions, and the Pope took care to declare 
this himself. l 
It appears to us to be going too far to refuse an æcumenical 
character to the whole Council of Basle. The truth, accord- 
ing to our view, lies between this opinion and that of the 
moderate Gallicans in this way: 
a. The Council of Easle was a true one from the first 
session to the t,venty-fifth inclusive, that is, until its transla- 
tion from Basle to Ferrara. 
b. In these t,venty-five sessions we must accept as valid 
only such decrees as treat, 1st, Of the extinction of heresy; 
2d, Of the pacification of Christendom; 3d, Of the refor- 
Ination of the Church in its head and in its members ;-and 
always on condition that these decrees are not prejudicial to 
the papal po,ver, and are approved by the Pope. 
Our authority for the establisIllnent of these two proposi- 
tions is Pope Eugene IV. himself, w"ho, in a blùl read during 
the sixteenth session of the Council of Basle, sanctions those 
decrees of the preceding sessions 'v hich treat of these three 
points. In the letter already mentioned, ,y}üch he ,vrote on 
the 22d July 1446 to his legates in Germany, he says: (C As 
my predecessors bave venerated the ancient councils (evidently 
Ineaning æcunlenical councils), so do I receive CU1n omni 
'reverentia et devotione, etc., the General Councils of Constance 
and BasIe, and this latter ab rJus initio 
lSque ad t1
anslatione1n 
per nos factam, absque ta1ncn p1
æjuclicio juris, dignitatis et 
præ-e1ninentiæ, S. Sedis apostolicæ ac potestatis sibi et in eadC1n 
canonice sedentibus concessæ."2 
But it is asked whether this acceptance be admissible, 
whether ecclesiastical authority had not already broken the 
staff over the whole Council of Basle. A passage in a bull 
published by Pope Leo X., in the eleventh session of the fifth 
ilicumenical Lateran Council, has been made use of for the 
support of this objection. It is as follo,vs: "Cum ea omn
a 
1 cr. Turrecremata in Roncaglia, l.c. p. 464, b. 
I Cf. Honcaglia, l.c. p. 465, a; Ra)Tnald ad. an. 1446, n. 3. 
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post t1Ylnslationent ejusdem Basileensis Ooncilii. . . . . (t 
Basileensi conciliabulo seu potius conventicula fJ.uæ p1"æseTtÚn 
post huJusmodi t1"anslationern concilium amplius appellari non 
1ne1"ebatu1", facta exstite1"int ac propte1"ea n'llllU1n rOb'llT hab'lle- 
rint."! In this' passage Pope Leo x. condemns ,vhat ,vas 
resolved during the latter sessions of the Council of Basle, 
and ,vhich ,vas taken into the pragmatic sanction of Bourges 
in 1438; and on this occasion he speaks of the Council of 
Basle in a very unfavourable manner. But apart froln the 
fact that "we might allege against this passage, w"hich asserts 
the superiority of the Pope over a general council, ,vhat the 
Gallicans have already adduced against it, we ,vill observe: 
(a.) Even in this passage Pope Leo distinguishes between the 
Council of Basle, the assenlLly held before the translation, and 
the conciliab'ltlu1n which began after the translation. (b.) It is 
true that he does not speak favourably of the Council itself, 
and the ,vord præscTtÏ1n SeeI11S to inlply blal11e; but the Pope's 
language can be easily explained, if ,ve reflect that he has 
in vie,v tIle decrees ,vhicll dinlinish the po,ver of the Pope, 
-decrees which ,vere after,vards inserted in the pragmatic 
sanction. He nlight therefore speak unfavourably of these 
decisions of the Council of Easle, as Pope Eugene IV. did, 
,vithout rejecting the ,vhole Synod of Basle. 
It must also be understood in ,vhat sense Father Ulrich 

Iayr of l{aisersheim ,vas condernned by Pope Clenlent XIV., 
viz. for maintaining that the t,yenty-five first sessions of the 
Council of Basle had the character and ,veight of sessions of 
an æcunlenical council. 2 The opinion of J\Iayr is very different 
from ours: ,ve do not accept all the decrees of the twenty-five 
first sessions, but only those ,vhich can be accepted under the 
conditions enumerated above. 
SOlne theologians, particularly Gallicans, since the time of 
Louis XIV.,3 ,vill not recognise the fifth Lateran Council as 
æcumenical, on account of the sl11a11 nunlber of its ll1enlbers; 
but the true reason for their hostility against this Council is 
that, in union 'with the Cro,vn of France, it abolished the 
pragmatic sanction of Bourges, ,vhich asserted the liberties of 
1 Hard. ix. 1828. 2 '\Valch, lleuste Religiol1s-gesclticlde, Bù. v. S. 245. 
3 cr. Dupin, de Antiqua Eccle.siæ Disciplina, p. 344. 
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the Gallican ChurclJ, and concluded another concordat. These 
attacks cannot, ho,vever, be taken into consideration: for the 
great majority of Catholic theologians consider this Council 
to be æcumenical; and even France, at an earlier period, 
recognised it as such.! Here, then, ,ve offer a corrected tablA 
of the æcumenical councils:- 
1. That of Nicæa in 325. 
2. The first of Constantinople in 381. 
3. That of Ephesus in 431. 
4. That of Chalcedon in 451. 
5. The second of Constantinople in 553. 
6. The third of Constantinople in 680. 
7. The second of Nicæa in 787. 
8. The fourth of Constantinople in 869. 
9. The first of Lateran in 1123. 
10. The second of Lateran in 1139. 
11. The third of Lateran in 11 79. 
12. The fourth of Lateran in 1215. 
13. The first of Lyons in 1245. 
14. The second of Lyons in 1274. 
15. That of Vienne in 1311. 
16. The Council of Constance, from 1414 to 1418; that 
is to say: Ca.) The latter sessions presided over by l\lartin v. 
(sessions 41-45 inclusive); (b.) In the former sessions aU the 
decrees sanctioned by Pope 1\Iartin V., that is, those concern- 
ing the faith, and ,vhich ,vere given conciliariter. 
17. The Council of Basle, from the year 1431; that is 
to say: Ca.) The t,venty-five first sessions, until the transla- 
tion of the Council to Ferrara by Eugene IV.; (b.) In these 
t,venty-five sessions the decrees concerning the extinction of 
heresy, the pacification of Christendom, and the general refor- 
mation of the Church in its head and in its members, and 
.which, besides, do not strike at the authority of the apostolic 
chair; in a word, those decrees which were afterwards sanc- 
tioned by Pope Eugene IV. 
17b. The assen1blies held at Ferrara and at Florence 
(1438-42) cannot be considered as forming a separate æcu- 
menical council. They ,vere merely the continuation of the 
1 Cf. Roncaglia in N. Alex. l.c. p. 470. 
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Council of Basle, which was transferred to Ferrara òy Eugene 
IV. on the 8th January 1438, and from thence to Florence in 
January 1439. 
18. The fifth of Lateran, 1512-17. 
19. The Council of Trent, 1545-63. 


SEC. 11. Oustoms observed in æcumcnical Councils WitlL respe.:t 
to Signatures, Precedence, ltfanner of Voting, etc. 
In some countries-for instance, in Africa-the bishops 
held rank in the councils according to the period of their 
consecration; in other parts they ranked according to the 
episcopal see which they filled. The priests and deacons repre- 
senting their absent bishop occupied the place belonging to 
that bishop in those councils which ""ere held in the East; 
but in the \Vest this custom was not generally follo,ved. 
In the Spanish councils the priests ahvays signed after the 
ùishops. The Council of ArIes (A.D. 314), in the signatures 
to which we cannot remark any order, decided that if a 
ùishop brought several clerics ,vith him (even in minor 
orders), they should give their signatures immediawly after 
their bishop, and before the bishop ,vho follo,ved. The order 
of the signatures evidently indicates also the order of pre- 
cedence. This Council of ArIes gives an exception to this 
rule, for the Pope's legates-the t,vo priests Claudian and 
Vitus1-signed only after several bishops; whilst in all the 
other councils, and even in the Eastern, the legates ahvays 
signed before all the other bishops and the patriarchs, even 
though they ,vere but simple priests. 2 
In the thirteenth century Pope Clelnent IV. ordained that, 
in order to distinguish the bishops from the exempt abbots in 
the synods, the latter should only have lnitres bordered ,vith 
gold, without pearls, ,vithout precious stones, or gold plates. 
The abbots ,vho ,vere not" exempt" were only to have 'white 
lnitres, ,vithout borders. 3 
The members of the councils ordinarily were seated in the 


1 Hard. i. 266. 
2 See above, p. 27 f., on what we have said with regard to the presi,lent at thf 
recum 'nical councils. 
3 Salmon, Traité de l'Etude des Candles, 1726, p. 860. 
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form of a circle, in the centre of ,vhich was plac
d the 'book 
of the Holy Scriptures. There were added also sometimes the 
collections of the ecclesiastical canons, and the relics of the 
saints. Behind each bishop was generally seated the priest 
who accompanied him; the deacon used to sit lower, on one 
side, or before the bishop.! 
With respect to the ceremonies at the opening of the 
ancient Spanish councils, we have an order of the fourth 
Council of Toledo, which met in 633 (can. 4), which pre- 
scribed as follo'ws: "Before sunset on the day appointed 
(May 18), all those who are in the church ll1ust come out; 
and all the doors must be shut, except the one by ,vhich the 
bishops enter, and at this door all the ostiari'i (porters) ,vill 
station themselves. The bishops ,vill then come and take 
their places, according to the tin1es of their ordination. When 
they have taken their places, the elected pliests, and after 
them the deacons, will come in their turn to take their places. 
The priests sit behind the bishops; the deacons are in front; 
and all are seated in the form of a circle. Last of all, those 
laity are introduced ,vhom the council by their election have 
judged worthy of the favour. The notaries who are necessary 
are also introduced. 
"All keep silence. "\Vhen the archdeacon says, 'Let us 
pray' (orate), all prostrate themselves upon the ground. After 
several moments, one of the oldest bishops rises and recites a 
prayer in a loud voice, during which all the rest remain on 
their knees. The prayer having been recited, all answer 
, AMEN;' and they rise ,vhen the archdeacon says, 'Stand 
up' (crigite vos). While all keep silent, a deacon, clad in a 
'white alb, brings into the midst the Book of the Canons, and 
reads the rules for the holding of councils. When this is 
ended, the metropolitan gives an address, and calls on those 
present to bring forward their complaints. If a priest, a 
deacon, or a laynlan has any cOlnplaint to make, he makes it 
kno,Vll to the archdeacon of the metropolitan church; and the 
latter, in his turn, will bring it to the kno,vledge of the 
council. No bishop is to withdra,v without the rest, and no 
one is to pronounce the council dissolved before all the busi- 
1 Sa]n:.on, l. c. p. 861. 
E 
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ness is ended." The Synod concluded ,vith a ceremony 
.similar to that of the opening; the metropolitan then pro- 
.claimed the tinle of celebrating Easter, and that of the lneeting 
of the next synod, and SOlne bishops ,vere chosen to assist the 
metropolitan at Christmas and Easter.! 
Before the Council of Constance, they voted by nunlbers in 
all the councils; but at that Council, to neutralize the advan- 
tage the Italian prelates derived from their large number, the 
votes were given by nations. Five nations-Italy, France, 
Gernlany, England, and Spain-each had right to one vote; 
and ,vithin the nation they of course voted by numbers. 
Anothe.r arrangenlent ,vas introduced into the Council. They 
divided, without distinctions of nationality, all ,vho ,vere 
present ,at the Synod into four great commissions-of the 
Faith, of the Peace, of the Reform of the Church, and of 
general business. Each commission had its o,vn president, 
and they conlbined the comlllissions three tÍInes a ,veek. 
"\Vhen a commission l1ad nlade a decree, it 'was cOlllmuni- 
cated to the other three; and if it ,vas approved by three 
commissions at the least, it ,vas announced as a decree of 
the Synod by the president of the Council in a genera] 
session. 2 
In the councils ,vhich followed that of Basle this manner 
of voting ,vas abandoned; and ,vhen, at the COlnmencement 
of the Council of Trent, the Pope's legates asked if they would 
vote by nations or by heads
 the latter ,vas the method ,vhich 
,vas recomnlended, as being the most confornlable to the tradi- 
tions of the Church. This is at least "\vhat Sarpi 3 and Palla- 
vicini 4 relate. Sarpi adds, that several Fathers of the Council 
of Trent actually demanded to vote by nations; but this 
statement is refuted by Pallavicini, ,vho proves that no one 
made that demand, and that the question asked by the legates 
was simply a prudential nleasure. ó The Council of Trent 
introduced a practice 'which ,vas a departure from ancient 
custom. In the ancient councils the discussions upon the 
decrees to be pro111ulgated took place dluing the sessions 


1 Hard. i. 6 sqq., iii. 580. 
 Hard. viii. 1439. 3 ii. 29. 4 vi. 4, n. 9. 
:> See Brischar, Beurtlteilung der Cont'roversen Sarpis und Pallav. Ed. i. 
S. 151 f. 
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tl1en1selves; and the acts of these councils contain discussions 
of great length. In the Council of Trent, on the contrary, 
each matter ,vas first carefully discussed in particular com- 
missions; and when all was ready, and in fact decided upon, 
they presented the decree to the general session for confirma- 
tion. The acts of the Council of Trent, for this reason, 
contain no discussions, but only decrees, etc. 
The decisions of the synods ,vere regularly published in 
the name of the synod itself; but sometimes, when the Pope 
presided, the decrees were published in the form of papal 
decrees, with the addition of the formula: "with the appro- 
bation of the sacred æcumenical council" (sacra universali 
synodo approbante). This took place at the third, the fourth, 
and the fifth Lateran Councils, and in part also at the Council 
of Constance. l 


SEC. 12. Histories of tlw Councils. 
J an1es l\lerlin, canon and chief penitentiary of the metro- 
politan church of Paris, was the first ,vho had a collection of 
the acts of the councils published. This edition, naturally 
very incomplete, appeared at Paris in 1523, in one folio 
yolume, in t,vo parts. A second iInpression was published at 
I{öln in 1530, enriched by two documents, the golden bull 
of Charles IV., and the bull of Pius II. in ,vhich he for- 
ùade an appeal from the Pope to an æcumenical council. 
The third edition, in octavo, published at Paris in 1536, 
had no additions. Like all the collections of the councils 
,vhich have been made after it, ,vith the exception of the 
Ron1an edition of 1609, the edition of l\ferlin contained, with 
the acts of the æcumenical councils, those of several provin- 
cial synods, as well as many papal decretals. It may be men- 
tioned that this alone had the collection of the false Isidorian 
Decretals printed in a continuous fonn, whilst in the more 
recent collections they are distributed in chronological order, 
assigning to each councilor each Pope the part attributed to 
him by the pseudo-Isidore. 2 


1 Hard. vi. P. ii. 1674 ; vii. 18, 24 ; ix. 1613, 1618, 1677, etc. 

 The longest details on }'ferlin's edition are found in the work of Salmon, 
doctor and librarian of the Sorbonne, Traité de l'Etude des Conciles et de leurs 
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In 1538 there appeared at ICöln a second collection of 
the acts of the councils (two volumes folio), fuller than that 
of Merlin. It was published by the Belgian Franciscan, 
Peter Crabbe,! who, to make it more complete, had searched 
in no less than five hundred libraries. The second edition 
, 
enlarged, dated 1551, is in three folio volumes. 2 Lawrence 
Servius, the celebrated convert and Carthusian,8 published at 
Köln another and somewhat more complete collection of the 
councils in 1657, in four folio volulnes; and the printer, 
Dominic Nicolini, put forth at Venice, in 1585, ,vith the 
assistance of the Dominican Dominic Bollanus, a ne,v im- 
pression, in five vohunes folio. 4 
Professor Severin Binius, canon of Köln, surpassed his pre- 
decessors by publishing another collection of the councils, in 
four volumes folio, in 1606. The text of the councils was 
enriched by historical and critical notes, taken for the most 
part from Baronius. The two later editions, which ,vere pub- 
lished in 1618 and 1636, are still better than the first. The 
latter ,vas published at Paris by Charles 1t1orel, in nine 
volumes,fi as the Roman collection of the acts of the councils 
could here be made use of. This Roman collection contained 
only the acts of the æcumenical councils. It consisted of 
four folio volun1es, and was compiled bet,veen 1608 and 1612 
under the authority of Pope Paul v. This work gave for the 
first time the original Greek text of many of the synodal acts, 
copied from the manuscripts of the Vatican and other MSS. 6 
The learned Jesuit Sirmond was the principal author of this 
collection; he wrote the interesting introduction which was 
prefixed to the whole work. At the beginning of the acts of 
each council there is a succinct but by no means wortlùess 
history of that council in Latin, which has been inserted into 


collections, etc., nouvelle edition, Paris 1726, pp. 288 sq. and 724. In this 
last passage Salmon points out the faults of .Merlin's collections. 
1 Pierre Grable in Fr. transl.-ED. 
2 On its character and defects, see Salmon, l.c. p. 291, etc., and 728-740. 
g He was born at Lübeck. 
4 Salmon, l.c. pp. 296 sq. and 743-752. 
5 On the character and the defects of the edition of Binius, see Salmon, l.c. 
pp. 300, 756-769. 
6 Salmon, l.c. pp. 301, 752 sqq. 
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several other more modern collections,-in particular, into 
that of 
fansi.l \Ve have already said that, by the advice of 
TIellarmin, the acts of the Synod of Basle 'v ere not admitted 
into this collection. 
This Roman edition has served as a "basis for all subsequent 
editions: these have added the acts of the national and pro- 
vincial synods, besides the most important edicts and decrees 
of the Popes, all of thenl avoiding several faults and several 
singularities of the Roman editors. 2 In these more recent 
editions the text has often also been improved by the study of 
various 1\188., and has been enriched by many fragments and 
original documents ,vhich ,vere wanting in the Roman edition. 
The first collection ,vhich ,vas made after the Roman col- 
lection is the Collectio Regia, ,vhich appeared at Paris in 1644 
at the royal printing press, in thirty-seven folio volunles. 3 
The printing and all the material part is magnificent, but 
the same praise cannot be a,varded to the editing; for even 
those faults of the Roman edition ,vhich had been pointed out 
l)y Father Sirnlond still ren1ained uncorrected. In spite of 
the great number of its volumes, the royal edition is nearly 
one-fourth less complete than that of the Jesuit Philip Labbe 
(Labbeus) of Bourges. Labbe died in 1667, whilst he was 
labouring on the ninth and tenth volumes of his collection; 
but Father Gabriel Cossart, a member of the same order, con- 
tinued his ,york, ,vhich appeared at Paris in 1674. 4 Stephen 
Baluze ,vished to add to this edition a supplement ,vhich 
would contain four volumes in folio, but only one volume has 
seen the light. 5 Almost all the French savans quote from 
this edition of Labbe's ,vith Baluze's supplement, making 
use of all these ,yorks, and consulting, besides, a very large 
number of 1\188. John Hardouin, a Jesuit, gave a ne,v Con- 
ciliorum Collectio regia 'lnaxÍ1na ad P. Labbei et P. Gabrielis C08- 
særti . . . lab01'es haZld 'lnodica acccssione facta, etc. 6 Hardouin 
1 It is not found in tl1at of Hardouin. 
2 Salmon, l.c. p. 302. 3 Salmon, l.c. pp. 305, 769 sqq. 
4 Seventeen vols. in folio; Sa1moll, l.c. pp. 306, 772, 784. 
I Paris 1683 (another edition in 1707), under the title, Nova Collectio Con- 
ciliorum: Sl.lpplementum Conciliorum Labbei. Cf. Salmon, l. c. pp. 312, 784. 
. 6 Paris 1715, in twelve vols. folio, containing eleven parts, the sixth part being 
ill two volumes. . 
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had been in 1685 entrusted \vith this ,york by the French 
clerO' y on the condition that he submitted it for examination 
b , 
to Dr. Vitasse, professor of the Sorbonne, and to Le Merre, an 
advocate of the Parlian1ent. Hardouin submitted only for a 
short time to this condition, as he gained the protection of 
Louis XIV., who accepted the dedication of the work, and 
allowed it to be printed at the royal press. These different 
circumstances gave to the work a kind of official character, 
,vhich contributed not a little to render it suspected by the 
J ansenists and Gallicans, as Hardouin in his dedication to 
Louis XIV. sho'wed himself a very warm partisan of the Bull 
Unigenit
ts, and the bull itself was inserted in the last 
volume; besides which, the Index rer
trn betrayed an oppo- 
sition to Gallican principles. He took care to point out 
especially (see, e.g., the art. on the authority of councils) the 
decisions of the Popes or of the councils which were opposed 
to the principles and maxims of the Gallican divines. Louis 
XIV. died at the moment when the printing of the work ,vas 
almost finished; and as the Duke of Orleans, ,vho then became 
regent, favoured the J ansenists, and sho,ved himself hostile to 
the Bull Unigenit
ts, advantage was taken to con1plain to the 
Parliament of the publication of Hardouin's work. Parlia- 
nlent ordered Elias Dupin, Chas. Vitasse, Denys Léger, and 
Philip Anquetil to dra-w up a report on the subject; in conse- 
quence of ,vhich the sale of the work was prohibited, as being 
opposed to the principles of the State, and to those of the 
Gallican Church (1716). They destroyed all the copies they 
could seize, but happily some had already been sent from 
France. Later on, the Parliament was obliged to yield to the 
,vishes loudly expressed in various quarters for the publica- 
tion of the work. They authorized it, but on the condition 
that the Jesuits should add a vohune of corrections, thinking 
they would by these Ineans weaken the Ultran10ntanism of 
Hardouin. This volume appeared in 1722,1 printed at the 
royal press, under the title, Addition ordonnée par ar1'ét d'lb 
Pal'lcment, p01Ær étre jointe à la Collection des Conciles, etc. In 
the following year the Jesuits obtained the free publication of 
Hardouin's edition, ,vithout its being accompanied by the addi- 
1 In folio, written in Latin and French. 
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tional volume; and they gained their point so ,veIl, that that 
yolume was even suppressed. Since then the J ansenists have 
republished it at Utrecht in 1730 and 1751, ,vith this title, 
Avis des cense
trs nomrnés par le Parlenwnt de Paris po'tbr exa- 
miner, etc.! 
Since Hardouin's edition has been ,videly circulated, it has 
become the favourite text-book of learned men among Catho- 
lics as ,veIl as Protestants. It is this which Benedict XIV. 
always quotes in his work, De synodo JJiæcesana. It is com- 
posed of a rich collection of conciliar acts and other important 
documents, and extends as far as 1714, thus going much 
further than l\Iansi's celebrated edition. It is recommended 
on account of its very beautiful and COITect although small 
type, and especially for the five very complete tables which it 
contains. 
These tables contain: (1) a chronological table of all the 
Popes; (2) a table of all the councils; (3) an index episco- 
pOT
tm et ali01
um qlti conciliis interfuentnt; (4) an index 
gcograplLicus episcopat
tum;2 (5) lastly, a very complete index 
rerum et verborum '/nernorabilium. On account of these ad- 
vantages, ,ve have also used and quoted Hardouin's collection 
in our Hist01
Y of the Councils, along ,vith the Inore complete 
,vork of J\lansi. Salmon has analysed the details of Har- 
douin's collection, and has given a long list of its faults. 3 
As doctor of the Sorbonne, Salmon was not able to judge 
favourably of Hardouin's collection, to ,vhich he would rather 
have preferred that of Labbe and Cossart. He has, how- 
ever, acknowledged the improvements and additions which 
distinguish Hardouin's work. 
The collections which follo,v have been made since the 
publication of Salmon's ,york. 
he first is that of Nicholas 
Coleti, which appeared at Venice under the title, Sacrosancta 
concilia ad regiam editioncm exacta. 4 The Dominican l\lansi, 


1 On the history of Hardouin's edition, see Bower's Hist. of the Popes 
l llambach's translation, Ed. iv. S. 68]-the preliminary dissertation on the col- 
lections of the councils. 
2 See Salmon, l. c. p. 817 seq. 
3 Salmon, l.c. pp. 315-331, 786-831. 
t Twenty-three vols. folio, and 2 vols. Appa'ratus, 1 i28-1734. 
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\vho became Archbishop of Lucca, his native to,vn, com- 
piled a supplement to Coleti's work.! Several years after- 
'wards, Mansi undertook a ne,v collection of the acts of the 
councils, which should be lllore complete than all those ,vhich 
had hitherto appeared. He kept his word; and at the com- 
mencement of 1759, thirty-one volumes in folio of this edition 
appeared at Florence, ,vith the title, Sacroru1n conciliorum nora 
ft amplissima collectio, in qua præter ea quæ Phil. Labbæus et 
Gabr. Oossartus et novissime Nicolaus Ooleti in lucem edidere, 
ea omnia in-super suis in locis optime disposita exhibentur, quæ 
Jo. Dom. lrfansi liucensis, congrcgationis lrlatris Dei, evulgavit. 
Editio Novissima, ab eodem Patre lrfansi, potissim'ltm favorC1n 
etiam et opem præstante E1n. Oardinali Dominico Passioneo, 
S. Sedis apostolicæ bibliothecario, aliisque item eruditissimis 
viris manus auxiliat1.ices feren tib us, curata, novorU1n conciliorum, 
nmOr1tmque docurnentorumque additionibus locupletata, ad MSS. 
codices Vaticanos Lucenses aliosque recensita et perfecta. Acce- 
dunt etiam notæ et dissertationes quam pl
trimæ; quæ in cætC1.is 
editionibus desiderantur. This edition was not completed, and 
the thirty-first volume reached only to the fifteenth century. 
It had consequently no indices, and its type, although larger 
and lllore modern than that of Hardouin's edition, is yet very 
inferior to the latter in accuracy. The order of the subjects 
in the latter volumes is son1etimes not sufficiently nlethodical, 
and is at variance with the chronology. 
By the side of these general collections there are other 
works, ,vhich contain only the acts of the councils held in 
particular countries. To these belong- 
1. The Ooncilia Germaniæ, by Schannat and Harzheim, in 
eleven volumes folio (Cöln 1749-1790); Binterim, Prag- 
matisclw Geschichte der de1ttschen N ational- Provincial- und vor- 
ziiglichsten Diõcesan-concilien 2 (Mainz 1835-1848), in seven 
volumes octavo, ,vhich reached as far as the end of the fifteenth 
century. . We may, besides, consult, for the history of the 
German councils: (a) Lünig, Entwurf cler in De1ltschland von 
Anfang des Christenthums gehaltenen General- Provincial- und 
1 Six vols. folio, 1748-1752. 
2 Pragmatic History of the National, PrO'l,'incial, and principal Diocesan 
Synods of Germany. 
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Pa1.tikularconcilien,1 in his Spicilegiurn des deutsclwn Reichs- 
arclLivs, 2 P. i. p. 8 22; (b) Pfaff, lJel ineatio collection is n01:æ 
conciliorum Germaniæ, reprinted in Fabricius, Biblioth. Græca, 
ed. Harless, t. xü. p. 310 sqq.; (c) J oh. And. Schmid, lJiss. 
de historiâ conciliorum l1Iogztntinensium, Helmst. 1 713; (d) lJe 
conciliis ltfoguntinis, in the work of Georg Christian Johannes, 
Scriptor. l1Iogunt. vol. iii. p..2 81 sqq. Cf. 'Valch, Hist. der 
Kirclwnvers. S. 53, and Salmon, l. c. p. 382 sq q. 
2. Concilia antiqu
a Galliæ, by Fathe.r Sirmond (Paris 1629), 
in three volumes folio, and one volulne folio,-a supple- 
ment added by his cousin De la Lande in 1666. Concilia 
norissima Galliæ a tempore concilii Tridentini celebrata, ed. 
Ludov. Odespun de la Mechinière, a priest of Tours (Paris 
1646), one volume folio. 3 Shortly before the Revolution, the 
Benedictines of the congregation of S. Maur undertook a 
complete collection of the councils of France; but one folio 
volume alone appeared (Paris 1789), with the title, Concili- 
O1'um Galliæ tarn editoTum quam ineditor
lm Collectio, tempOrU17z, 
ordine digesta ab anno Christ'i 177 ad an. 1563, cum epistolis 
pontificum, principum constitutionib'llS et aliis ecclesiasticæ rei 
Gallicanæ monumentis. Opera et studio monachorum congTe- 
gationis S. MauTi, t. i. ab anno 1 71 ad annum 591. Paris, 
sumptibus PetTi lJidot. In folio. 
3. Garcias Loaisa was the first to publish a collection of 
the Spanish councils, at Madrid 1593, in one volume folio. 
That of Cardinal Joseph Saenz de Aguirre is much more com- 
plete: Collectio maxima ConcilioT
tm omnium Hispaniæ ct 
novi oTbis (Rome 1693), in four volumes folio. 4 1\1:ore recent 
is the Collectio canonwrn Ecclesiæ Hispanæ ex probatissimis et 
pervetustis Codicibus n
Gnc p1'imum in lucem edita a publica 


1 Sketch of ate General, Provincial, and Particular Councils held in Germany 
8ince the commencement of Christianity. 
2 "Spicilége" of the Archives of the German Empire. 
3 See, on the French collections, Salmon, i.e. p. 335 sqq., and Bower's History 
of the Popes, l.c. S. 76 ff. He speaks also of collections which include only 
synods of certain ecclesiastical divisions of France, e.g. that of Tours, Nar- 
b'.:'nne, etc. 
4. Cf. Salmon, l.c. p. 365 sq. ; and Bower, l.c., wIlD, instead of 1693, gives a. 
false date, 1639. Aguirre was not born until 1630. 
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J.l[at1
itensi bibliotlwea (per FRANC. AXT. GO:KZÂLEZ, publ. },fal1". 
b ibl. p1"æfect

m), }'fatJ
iti, ex typographia regia, 1808. In folio. 
4. En oland and Ireland had two collections. The older is 
o 
that of Henry Speln1an: C'oneilia, deC1
eta, leges, eonstitutiones 
in re Ecclesiarum orbis Britanniei, London, t. i. 1639, t. ii. 
1664 ; the third volume, although announced, never appeared.! 
That of David Wilkins followed, which is better and more 
complete: Coneilia l1Iagna Britanniæ et Hiberniæ, ed. DA V. 
VVILKINS (London 1734), in four volumes folio.! 
5. Sae1"a coneilia Ecclesiæ Romano-eatholicæ in regno Un- 
qaTiæ, a collection due to Father Charles Peterfy (Vienna 
1742), in t,vo volumes folio. 
6. There does not exist a general collection of the Italian 
councils, but the councils of certain periods or of certain pro- 
vinces have been in part collected. There is, e.g., a collection of 
the synods held at l\Iilan, by S. Charles Borromeo (in his com- 
plete works); a Synoclieon Beneventanensis Ecclesiæ, by Vine. 
l\far. Orsini (Pope Benedict XII!.), Beneventum 1695, folio. 
Among the numerous ,yorks on the history of the councils, 
the most useful to consult are : 
1. John Cabassutius' Notitia Ecclesiastiea histo'riar1.un con- 
ciliorum et canonu'ìi
, Lyons 1680, folio. Very often reprinted. 
2. Hermant, Hi8toÍ1
e des Conciles, Rouen 1 7 30, four 
volumes 8vo. 
3. Labbe, Synopsis Historica Conciliorum, in vol. i. of his 
Collection of Councils. 
4. Edm. Richer, Historia conciliorum generalÍ'Ltm (Paris 
1680), three volumes 4to. Reprinted in 8vo at Cöln. 
5. Charles Ludovic Richard, Analysis conciliorum gene- 
'paliu1ì
 et particula'rÙ
1n. Translated from French into Latin 
by Dalmasus. Four volumes 8vo, Augsburg 1 778. 
6. Christ. Wilh. Franz Walch, Entwurf einer vollstãndigcn 
Historic der Kirchenversammlungen,3 Leipzig 1759. 
7. Fabricius, Bibliotheca Græca, edit. Harless, t. xii. p. 422 


1 See Salmon, l.c. p. 376 sq. ; and Bower, i.e. S. 94 ff., who did not know 
the more recent collection of Wilkins. 
2 The first vol. of a new edition of "\Yilkins, admirably edited by Haddan and 
Stubbs, has lately appeared.-ED. 
3 Sketch of a complete History of the Councils. 
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sqq., in ,vhich is contained an alphabetical table of all the coun- 
cils, and an estimate of the value of the principal collections. 
8. Alletz, Concilien-Lexikon, translated from French into 
German by Father l\laurus Disch, a Benedictine and professor 
at Augsburg, 1843. 
9. Dictionnaire universel et complet des Conciles, tant généraux 
qUÆ particuliers, etc., rédigé par J\11. l'Abbé P-, prêtre du 
Diocèse de Paris, published by the Abbé l\ligne (Paris 1846), 
t,vo volumes 4to. 
In the great ,yorks on ecclesiastical history-for example, 
in the Nm/;velle Bibliothèq'lte des auteurs Ecclesiastiques, by El. 
Dupin, and the Historia Literaria of Cave, and particularly in 
the excellent Histoire des auteurs sacrés, by Remi Ceillier-,ve 
find matter relating to the history of the councils. Salmon, 
l.c. p. 387 sq q., and Walch in his Histor'ie der Kirchenver- 
sa1nmlungen, pp. 48-67, have pointed out a large number of 
,yorks on the history of the councils. There are also very 
valuable dissertations on the same subject in 
1. Christian Lupus' Synodor'ltm generalium ac .'Provincialium 
dccreta et canones, scholiis, notis ac hist01"ica actorU'flL dissertatione 
illustrata, Louv. 1665, Bruxelles 1673, five volumes 4to. 
2. Lud. Thomassin, Dissertationum in Concilia geneTalia et 
particularia, t. i. Paris 1667; reprinted in Rocaberti, Bibl. 
]Jontificia, t. xv. 
3. Van Espen, T1"actatus Historic'us, exhibens scholia in 
omnes canones concilior'ltm, etc., in his complete ,yorks. 
4. Barth. Caranza has ,vritten a very complete and useful 
abstract of the acts of the councils in his Sll1nma ConciliorunL, 
which has often been re-edited. 
5. George Daniel Fuchs, deacon of Stuttgart, has, in his 
Bibliothek der Jiirchenversammlungen (four volumes, Leipsic 
1780-1784), given German translations and abstracts of the 
acts of the councils in the fourth and fifth centuries. 
6. Francis Salmon, Doctor and Librarian of the Sorbonne, 
has published an Introduction to the Study of the Councils, in 
his Traité de l'Etude des Conciles et de leurs collections, Paris 
1724, in 4to, ,vhich has often been reprinted. 
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CHAPTER I. 


COUNCILS OF THE FIRST T\VO CENTURIES. 


T HE first Christian Council, the type and model of all 
the others, was held at Jerusalem by the apostles 
between the years 50 and 52 A.D., in order to solve the ques- 
tion of the universal obligation of the ancient law. 1 No other 
councils were probably held in the first century of the Christian 
era; or if they were, no trace of them remains in history. 
On the other hand, we have information of several councils 
in the second century. The authenticity of this information 
is not, it is true, equally established for all; and. ,ve can 
acknowledge as having really taken place only those of ,vhich 
Eusebius Pamphili, the father of Christian Church history, 
speaks, or other early and trust,vorthy historians. To these 
belong, first of all :- 
SEC. 1. Synods 'relative to :Afontanism. 
Eusebius has given us, in his Ohurch History,2 a fragment 
of a work composed by Apollinaris Bishop of Hierapolis in 
Phrygia,3 in ,vhich the follo'wing words occur: "The faithful 
of Asia, at many tinles and in many places (7T'OÀ:ÀáKIS Kal 
7T'o"'A"'AaxfJ Tfj
 'Aula
), came together to consult on the subject 
of Montanus and his followers; and these new doctrines were 
examined, and declared strange and impious." 4 This fragment 


1 Acts xv. ' Lib. v. c. 16. 3 Sec. ii. 
4 In his notes to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. l.c.), Valesius (D'1J, Valois) presumes, 
indeed, that the author of the work from which this fragment is taken is not 
77 
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unfortunately gives no other details, and does not point out 
the to\vns at ,vhich these synods ,vere held; but the Libell'lts 
Synodic'Us of Pappus tells us that Apollinaris, the holy Bishop 
of Hierapolis in Asia, and t'wenty-six of his colleagues in the 
episcopate, held a provincial council at Hierapolis, and ther
 
tried and condemned 
fontanus and 
1:aximilla the false pro- 
phets, and at the same time Theodotus the cUTrier (the cele- 
brated anti-Trinitarian 1). Further on he adds: "A holy and 
particular (JLEptK
) synod, assenlbled under the very holy 
Bishop Sotas of Anchialus (in Thrace, on the Black Sea), and 
consisting of twelve other bishops, convicted of heresy the 
currier Theodotus, 
Iontanus, and 
Iaximilla, and condemned 
them. " 
The Libell1.ls Synodicus,2 to which we are indebted for these 
details, it is true, can lay clainl to no very early origin, as it 
,vas compiled by a Greek towards the close of the ninth 
century. But this Greek derived his statements from ancient 
authentic sources; and what he says of the t,vo synods agrees 
so perfectly \vith the staten lent of Eusebius, that in this 
passage it is worthy of all confidence. \Ve read in Eusebius' 
Church Hist01
Y (book v. cc. 16 and 19), that Apollinaris of 
Hierapolis, and Sotas of Anchialus, contelnporaries of 
ion- 
tanus, zealously opposed his errors, and ,vrote and preached 
against him. Sotas even ,vished to exorcise the evil spirit 
from Priscilla, a companion of J\1ontanus; but these hypocrites, 
adds Eusebius, did not consent to it. 3 
The strong opposition ,vhich these t,vo bishops made to 

Ion'tanu
 makes it probable that they gave occasion to several 


Apollinaris, but Asterius Urbanus. Baluze disagrees with tllis statement (Mansi's 
Collect. Concil. i. 693). I t is, however, indifferent for our purpose whether the 
fragment in question be Apollinaris' or Asterius'. 
1 
iansi, i. 723; Hard. v. 1493. 
2 This Libellus Synodic us, called also Synodicon, contains brief notices of 158 
councils of the first nine centuries, and comes down to the eighth (Ecumenical 
Council. It was brought from the 
Iorea in the sixteenth century by Andreas 
Darmasius, and bought by Pappus, a theologian of Strassburg, and edited by 
him for the first time with a Latin translation. It was afterwards transferred 
to the Collection of Councils. Hardouin had it printed in the fifth volume of 
his Collect. Concil. p. 1491 sqq.; and Mansi separated its various parts, and 
added them to the various synods to which they belollO'ed. 
3 l.c. c. 19. 0 
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of the numerous synods in \vhich, according to the summaries 
of Eusebius, the Church rejected 1\fontanism. 
The date of these synods is no\vhere exactly pointed out. 
The fragment \vhich is given in Eusebius 1 proves that they 
\vere held shortly after the comnlencement of the l\Iontanist 
agitations; but the date of the rise of l\Iontanism itself is 
uncertain. The Ch1
onicle of Eusebius gives 172; S. Epi- 
phanius 126 in one place, and 156 or 157 in another. 2 He 
says, besides,3 that 
IaxÏ1nilla died about A.D. 86. In this 
there is perhaps an error of a \vhole century. Blondel, relying 
on these passages, has sho\vn that 
fontanus and his heresy 
arose about 140 or 141; and, more recently, Schwregler of 
Tübingen 4 has expressed the same opinion. Pearson, Dod\vell, 
and Neander, on the contrary, decide for 156 or 157; Tille- 
Dlont and 'Valch I) for 1 71. As for our o\vn opinion, \ve have 
adopted Blondel's opinion (the year 140), because the Shephc1yl 
of HC'rmas, \vhich w"as certainly anterior to 151, and \vas 
"Titten when Pius I. was Pope, seems already to oppose l\Ion- 
tanism. 6 In this case, the synods \vith \vhich \ve are occupied 
must have taken place before 150 of the Christian era. The 
Libellus Synodicus gives a contrary decision to this, although 
it attributes to the san1e synods the condenlnation of the 
currier Theodotus, \vhose apostasy can be fixed only at the 
tÍ1ne of the persecution by 1\1. Aurelius (160-180). In reality, 
Theodotus \vas exconlmunicated at Rome by Pope Victor 
to\vards the close of the second century (192-202). In 
allowing that sentence of condenlnation had been pronounced 
against him before that time in certain sy:cods of Asia 1\linor 
and of Thrace (he \vas living at Constantinople at the time of 
his apostasy), those synods \vhich, according to the Libelllls 
Synodic

s, have also condenlned 
lontanism cOlùd not have 
been held before 1\1. Aurelius: they nlust therefore have been 
held undcr that Emperor. The supposition that Theodotus 
and 1\1:ontanus "
ere contemporary ,vould oblige us to date 
1 Hist. Eccl. v. 16. 2 Hæres. 51. 33 and 48. 1. 
3 Hæres. 48. 2. 4 Der Montanisrnus, 1841, S. 255. 
:s Walch, Ketzerhist. Ed. i. S. 615 f. 
6 Compare the author's treatise, iiber ].[ ontmws und die 1.[ ontanisten, in tIle 
Freiburger KirclLenlexicon, Ed. vii. S. 255. and the Prolegornena to Hcfele's third 
eJition of the Pcttres Apostolici, p. lxxxiii. 



80 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


these councils between A.D. 160 and 180; but to us it appears 
doubtful whether these t\vo were contemporaries, and the 
conclusicll that they '\vere so seems to result from a confuBion 
of the facts. In reality, the author of the ancient fragment 
given us by Eusebius 1 speaks also of a Theodotus who ,vas 
one of the first follo,vers of l\Iontanus, and shared his fate, 
i.e. was anathematized in the same synods with Montanus and 
Maximilla. He depicts him as a well-known man. The 
author of the Libellus Synodicus having read this passage, and 
finding that the ancient Synods of Hierapolis and Anchi Ius 
had condemned a Theodotus, easily identified the currier Theo- 
dotus '\vith the Theodotus ,vhom the author of the fragment 
declared to be celebrated in his time. If this is so, nothing 
will hinder our placing the rise of l\fontanism and the Synods 
of Hierapolis.and Anchialus before A.D. 150. 
SEC. 2. Synods concerning the Feast of Easter. 
The second series of councils in the second century was 
caused by the controversy regarding the time of celebrating 
Easter. It is not quite correct to regard the meeting of S. 
Polycarp of Slllyrna, and Anicetus Bishop of Rome, towards 
the middle of the second century, as a synod properly so 
cane
 ; 2 but it is certain that towards the close of the same 
century several synods were occasioned by the Easter con- 
troversy. Eusebius, in the passage referred to, only shows in 
a general way that these synods were held in the second half 
of the second century; but S. J eron1e gives a 1110re exact 
date, he says in his Chronicle, under the year 196: "Pope 
Victor wrote to the most eminent bishops of all countries, re- 
commending them to call synods in their provinces, and to 
celebrate in theln the feast of Easter Qn the day chosen by 
the Church of the West." 
Eusebius here agrees ,vith S. Jerome; for he has 3 pre- 
served to us a fragment of a letter ,vritten by Polycarp from 
1 Hist. Eccl. v. 16. 
2 Cf. the author's treatise on the Easter controversy in the Freiburger Kirchen- 
lexicon, Bd. vii. S. 874, where the question is considered more carefully. The 
fullest examination will be given, however, under the history of the Nicene 
Coundl. 
31Iist. Eccl. v. 24. 
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Ephesus, in ,vhich this bishop says that Victor had required 
him to asselnble the bishops ,,,ho ,vere subordinate to him: 
that he had done so, but that he and all the bishops present 

t this synod had pronounced for the practice of the Quarto- 
decimans or of S. John; that these bishops, the number of 
,,
hom ,vas considerable, had approved of the synodical letter 
,\
hich he had dra,vn up, and that he had no fear (on account 
of the threats of Victor), "because ,ve nlust obey God rather 
than man." "\Ve see from this fragnlent, that at the moment 
"Then the synods convoked at the request of Victor in Pales- 
tine pronounced in favour of the "'\Vestern practice in Pales- 
tine, Pontus, Gaul, and Osrhoëne, a great synod of bishops 
froln Asia 1\Iinor, held at Ephesus, the see of Polycarp, had 
fornlally declared against this practice; and it is precisely 
from the synodical letter of this council that ,ve ha ve the 
fragment given above. 
Bishop Victor then wished to exclude the bishops of Asia 
1\Iinor fronl the c0111munion of the Church; but other bishops 
turned him from his purpose. S. Irenæus, in particular, ad- 
dressed a letter to hilll on this occasion, in the name of the 
bishops of Gaul, over ,vhom he presided; a letter in ,vhich, it 
is true, he defended the 'Vestern custom of celebrating Easter, 
but in ,vhich also he prayed 'Tictor not to exconlmnnicate "a 
great number of churches, ,vho ,vere only guilty of observing an 
ancient custoln," etc. This fragment has also been preserved to 
us by Eusebius; and ,ve luay consider it as a part of the synodi- 
calletter of the bishops of Gaul, since, as Eusebius ma:kes him 
remark, Irenæus expressly declared "that he 'VIote in the name 
of his brethren of Gaul, over ,vhom he presided." It may be 
asked if the synod here spoken of is the saIne as that Inen- 
tioned by EuseLius in another place,! and ,vhich ,ye mentioned 
above. If it be the same, it must be adlnitted that, at the re- 
quest of Victor, there w"as at first a synod of the Quartodeci- 
1uans in Asia 1\1inor, and that it ,vas only later on, ,vhen the 
result ,vas kno,vn, that other councils ,vere also assembled, and 
especially in Gaul. It may be also that S. Irenæus presided 
over t,yO successive councils in Gaul, and that in the first he 
declared himself for the 'Vestern practice regarding Easter, iH 
1 v. 23. 
F 
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the second against the threatening schism. This is tb
 
opinion of the latest biographer of S. Irenæus, the Abbé J. 
1\1. Prat.! The Synodicon (Libellus Synodicus) only speaks of 
one synod in Gaul, presided over by Irenæus, on the subject 
.of the Easter controversy; and he adds that this synod was 
composed of Irenæus and of thirteen other bishops. 
The Libell
ls Synodicus also gives infornlation about the 
other councils of which Eusebius speaks, concerning the ques- 
tion of Easter. 2 Thus: 
a. Fronl the -writing of the priests of Rome of which 'we 
have spoken, and \vhich was signed by Pope Victor, the 
Libellus Synodicus concludes, as also does Valesius in his 
translation of the Eccles. Rist. of Eusebius,3 that there must 
have been a Roman synod at \vhich, besides Victor, fourteen 
other bishops were present. This is opposed by Donl Con- 
stant in his excellent edition of the Epistolæ Pontif. p. 94, 
and after him by 1\losheim in his book De Reb1tS Christianorum 
ante Constant. JJI. p. 267, who remarks that Eusebius speaks of 
a letter from the Ronlan priests and Pope Victor, and not of 
a synod. But it has often happened, especially in the follo'w- 
ing centuries, that the decrees of the synods, and in particular 
of the Roman synods, have only been signed by the president, 
and have been promulgated by him under the form of an 
edict emanating from him alone. This is what is expressly 
said by a Roman synod held by Pope Felix II. in 485. 4 
b. According to the Synodicon, t\VO synods were held in 
Palestine, on the subject of the Easter controversy: the one 
at Jerusalem, presided over by Narcissus, and composed of 
fourteen bishops; and the other at Cæsarea, comprising twelve 
bishops, and presided over by Theophilus. 
c. Fourteen bishops were present at the Åsiatic Synod of 
Pontus, under the presidency of Bishop Palm as, whom the 
Synodicon calls Plasnlas. 
d. Eighteen bishops were present at that of Osrhoëne; the 
Libellus Synodicus does not mention who presided. 


1 Translated into German by Oischinger, Regensburg 1846. 
2 In Hard. l.c. v. 1494 sq. ; Mansi, l.c. i. 725 sq. 3 v. 23. 
4.Mansi, vii. 1140; Harù. iii. 856. Cf. the observations of Ballerilli, Opera 
S. Leonis M. ill. 933, note 30. 
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e. It speaks also of a synod held in 
fesopotamia, on the 
subject of Easter, which also counted eighteen bishops (it is 
probably the same synod as that of Osrhoëne). 
f And, lastly, of a synod at Corinth, presided over by 
Bishop Bacchyllus; whilst Eusebius 1 says expressly that Bac- 
chyllus of Corinth did not publish any synodical letter on the 
subject of the celebration of Easter, but simply a private letter. 
SEC. 3. Doubtful Synods of the Second Oentury. 
The anonymous author -of the Prædestinatus speaks of three 
other synods of the second century. According to him, 
a. In A.D. 125 a synod was held of all the bishops of 
Sicily, presided over by Eustathius of Libybæum and Theo- 
dorus of Palermo. This synod considered the cause of the 
Gnostic Heraclionites, and sent its acts to Pope Alexander, 
that he might decide further in the matter. 2 
b. In 152 the heresy of the Colarbasians, another Gnostic 
sect, was anathematized by Theodotus Bishop of Pergamum 
in Mysia, and by seven other bishops assembled in synod. 3 
c. In 160 an Eastern synod rej ected the heresy of the 
Gnostic Cerdo. 4 
The Libellus Synodicus mentions, besides: 
a. A synod held at Rome, under Pope Telesphorus (127- 
139), against the currier Theodotus, the anti-Trinitarian. 
b. A second synod at Rome, held under Pope Anicetus, 
upon the Easter question, at the time when Polycarp Bishop 
of Smyrna visited the Pope. 
c. A third Roman synod under Victor, and which con- 
demned Theodotus, Ebion, and Artemon. 
d. A fourth Roman synod, also held under Victor, and 
'which anathematized Sabellius and Noëtus. 
e. Finally, a synod of the confessors of Gaul, who declared 
against Montanus and Maximilla in a letter addressed to the 
A.siatics. 5 


1 v. 23. 
2 Mansi, l.c. 1. 647. cr. Mansi's note on the small confidence we must here 
v1ace in Prædestinatus. 
3 Mansi, l.c. p. 670. " :Mansi, l.c. p. 682. 
6 Hard. l.c. v. 1491 sq. ; :Mansi, l.c. i. 662, 686, 725 sq. 
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These eight synods mentioned by the author of Prædcsti- 
natus and by the Libellus Synodicus are apparently imaginary: 
for, on one side, there is not a single ancient and original 
document 'W hich speaks of them; and on the other, the state- 
ments of these two unkno\vn authors are either unlikely or 
contrary to cIironology. We \vill instance, for example, the 
pretended Roman synod, presided over by Victor, which 
anathematized Sabellius. In adn1itting that the usual date, 
according to \vhich Sabellius \vould have lived a full half- 
century later (about 250), may be inexact, as the Philoso- 
plwumena l'ecently discovered have proved, yet it is clear from 
this document that Sabellius had not yet been excluded 
from the Church under Pope Zephyrinus (202-218), the suc- 
cessor of Victor, and that he was not excommunicated until 
the time of Pope Calixtus. 1 
It is also impossible that Theodotus the currier should 
have been condemned by a Roman synod held under Teles- 
phorus, since Theodotus lived to\vards the close of the second 
century. 2 It is the same with the pret
nded Sicilian Council 
in 125. According to the information afforded to us by 
the ancients, especially S. Irenæus and Tertullian, Heracleon 
changed the system of Valentine. He could not then have 
flourished till after 125. As to Pope Alexander, to wholn 
this synod is said to have rendered an account of its acts in 
125, he died a martyr in 119. 
It is also by mistake that \ve have been told of a synod 
in which Pope Anicetus and Polycarp both took part. The 
interview of these t\VO bishops has been confounded with a 
synod: it is the same with the pretended Synod of Galli, 
held against J\fontanus. 
The author of the Libelhls Synodicus has evidently mis- 
understood Eusebius, who says on this subject: 3 U The ne"ws 
of what had taken place in Asia 4 on the subject of J\lontanus 
(the synod) was known to the Christians of Gaul. The latter 
were at that time cruelly persecuted by Marcus Aurelius; 
Inany of them were in prison. They, however, gave their 
opinion from their prÍson on the matter of l\lontanus, and 
1 Cf. Döllinger, Hippolytus und Kallistus, S. 198 ff. 2 See above, p. 80. 
81Iist. Eccles. v. 3. 4 See above, p. 78. 
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addressed letters to their brethren of Asia, and to Eleutherus 
Bishop of Rome." 1 It ,vill be seen that thé question here is 
not of a synod, but of letters written by confessors (the Libellus 
Synodic1.ts also mentions confessors). 
Finally, a ninth council, ,vhich is said to have conveyed to 
the Bishop of Seleucia a patriarchal right over the whole of 
Assyria, Media, and Persia, is evidently an invent
on; and 
the mention of a Patriarchate on this occasion is a patent 
anachronism, as has been proved by Assemani in his Biblio- 
thèq1te Orientale. 2 


1 Cf. the dissertation of the author, der JJIontanism'lls, in the Freiburger 
Kircltenlexicon, Bd. vii. S. 253. 
2 T. iii. ; and :Mansi, Collect. Cone. i. 706. 



CHAPTER II. 


THE SYNODS OF THE THIRD CENTURY. 


SEC. 4. First Half oj the Third Centu1'Y. 


T HE series of synods of _ the third century opens ,vith that 
of Carthage, to which Agrippinus bishop of that city 
had called the bishops of N un1Ídia and of proconsular Africa. 
S. Cyprian speaks of this Synod in his seventy-first and 
seventy-third letters, saying that all the bishops present de- 
clared baptism administered by heretics to be void; and he 
supports his own view on this subject by what had passed in 
this ancient Synod of Carthage. l This Synod ,vas probably 
the most ancient of Latin Africa; for Tertullian,2 who recalls 
the Greek synods as a glory, tells not of one single council 
being held in his country. According to Uhlhorn 3 it was 
about 205, according to Hesselburg about 212, that the ,vork 
of Tertullian, de J cjuniís, was composed; therefore the Synod 
in question must have been held either after 205 or after 
212. It has not been possible up to this time to verify this 
date more exactly. / But the ne"wly-discovered 
lÀO(jO
OÚfJÆ1Ja, 
falsely attributed to Origen, and which were probably written 
by Hippolytus, have given more exact dates; and Döllinger, 
relying upon this document, has placed the date of this. Synod 
of Carthage between 218 and 222. 4 The Philosophoumena 
relate, indeed, that the custom of re-baptizing-that is to say, 
of repeating the baptisn1 of those who had been baptized by 
1 Cypriani Opp. ed. Ben. Par. 1726, pp. 127, 130; 
Iansi, i. 734. cr. on this 
Synod, Aug. de hap. contra Donatist. lib. ii. c. 7, where their conclusions are 
found fault with. 
2 De Jejun. c. 12. Cf. 
Iosh. Com'lì
entar. de rebus Christ. ante Const. M. 
p. 264. 
:3 F'undamenta Ohronologiæ Te'rt'llllianæ, 1852, p. 65 sq. 
4 Döllinger, Hippolytus und Kallistus, 1853, S. 189 f. 
b
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heretics-\vas introduced under the Bishop of Ronle, Callistus 
(in some churches in communion \vith him).! One can 
scarcely doubt but that this passage referred to Bishop Agrip- 
pinus and his Synod at Carthage; for S. Augustine and 
S. Vincent of Lérins 1 say expressly that Agrippinus was the 
first \vho introduced the custõm of re-baptism. The Synod of 
Carthage, then, took place in the time of Pope Callistus T., that 
is to say, betw'een 218 and 222. 2 This date agrees with the 
,veIl-known fact that TertuUian was the first of all Christian 
"Titers who declared the baptism of heretics invalid; and it 
n1ay be presumed that his book de Baptis1rw exerted a certain 
influence upon the conclusions of the Council of Carthage. s 
It is not contradicted by the forty-sixth (forty-seventh) apos- 
tolic canon, which orders bishops, under pain of deposition, 
to re-baptize those ,vho had been baptized by a heretic; for it 
is kno,vn that these so-called apostolic canons \vere composed 
some centuries later. 
S. Cyprian speaks, in his sixty -sixth letter, of a synod held 
long before (}ampridem) in Africa, and which had decided 
that a clergyman could not be chosen by a dying person as a 
guardian;4 but nothing shows that he understood by that, the 
synod presided over by Agrippinus, or a second African council. 
The great Origen gave occasion for t,vo synods at Alex- 
andria. About the year 228, being called into Achaia on 
account of the religious troubles reigning there, Origen passed 
through Palestine, and was ordained priest at Cæsarea by his 
friends Alexander Bishop of Jerusalem and Theoctistus 
Bishop of Cæsarea, although there 'vere t,vo reasons for his 
non-admission to holy orders: first, that he belonged to 
another diocese; and secondly, that he had castrated himself. 5 
It is not known \vhat decided hinl or the bishops of Palestine 
to take this uncanonical step. Demetrius of Alexandria, 
diocesan bishop of Origen, was very angry ,vith \vhat had 
been done; and if we l'egard it fronl the ecclesiastical point of 
1 Aug. l.c.; Vincent. Lirin. c. 9, p. 114, ed. Kliipfel. 
2 Pagi, Critica in Annales Baronii, t. i. ad ann. 219, n. ii. 222, n. iv. and 
224, n. ii. p. 206 sq. 
3 Döllinger, i. c. S. 191. I 
4 Cypriani Opp. 1. c. p. 114; :Mansi, 1. c. p. 735. 
6 Euseb. Hist. Eeet. vi. 23. 
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Vle'v, he ,vas right. 'Vhen Origen returned to Alexandria, 
Delnetrius told hÜn of his displeasure, and reproached hiIn 
w'ith his voluntary mutilation. l But the principal grievance, 
,,
ithout doubt, had reference to several false doctrines held by 
Origen: for he had then already ,vritten his book de PTincipiis 
and his Str01nata, v\Thich contain those errors; 2 and it is not 
necessary to attribute to the Bishop of Alexandria personal 
feelings of hatred and jealousy in order to understand that he 
should have ordered an inquiry into Origen's opinions under 
the circumstances. Origen hastened to leave Alexandria of his 
o,vn accord, according to Eusebius; 3 'whilst Epiphanius 4 says, 
erroneously, that Origen fled because, shortly before, he had 
sho,vn much \veakness during a persecution. His bitterest 
enemies have never cast a reproach of this nature at him. 
Demetrius, ho,vever, asselnbled a synod of Egyptian bishops 
and priests of Alexandria in 231, \vho declared Origen 
un,vorthy to teach, and excluded him from the Church of 
Alexandria. Demetrius again presided over a second synod 
at Alexandria, without this tÌnle calling his priests, and Origen 
,vas declared to be deprived of the sacerdotal dignity. An 
encyclical letter published by Demetrius made these resolu- 
tions kno,vn in all the provinees. 6 
According to S. Jerome and Rufinus, a Roman assembly, 
probably called under Pope Pontian, shortly after deliberated 
upon this judgment; and Origen after that sent to Pope 
Fabian (236-250) a profession of faith, to explain and retract 
his errors. G Several \vriters have thought that the ,vord 
senatus nlust not be understood in the sense of a synod, 
and that we are to consider it only as an assembly of the 
TIolnan clergy. Döllinger, on the contrary, presunles tl1at 
Origen had taken part in the discussions of the priest IIip- 
polytus \vith Pope Callistus and his successors (Origen had 
learned to kno,v Hippolytus at Rome, and he partly agreed 
1 Euseb. l.c. vi. 8. 2 Euseb. l.c. vi. 24. s vi. 26. 4 Hæres. 64. 2. 
:; Photii Biblioth. cod. 118; and Hieron. lib. ii. in Rufin. c. 5. Cf. Hefele'
 
discussion on Origen in the Freiburger Kirclwnlex. of 'Vetzer and 'VeIte, Ed. vii. 
S. 829. [A French translation is edited by Göschler.] 
6 Hieron. Ep. ad Pammochium et Oceanum, n. 84 (al. 65 seu 41), 
 10, p. 751, 
t. i. eù. Mig-le. Further: Rufinus, lib. ii. in Hieron. n. 20 ; in Migne, p. 600, 
t. xxi. of his Cursus Patrol.
' in 
he_Eene? ed. of S. Jerome, t. iv. pt. ü. p. 430. 
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"Tith his opinions), and that for this reason Ponti an had held 
a synod against Origen. 1 
A little before this period, and before the accession of Pope 
Fabian, a synod was certainly held at Iconium in Asia J\t1inor, 
,vhich must have been of great authority in the controversy 
,vhich was soon to begin on the subject of the baptism of 
heretics. Like the Synod of Carthage, presided over by Agrip- 
pinus, that of Iconium declared every baptism conferred by a 
heretic to be invalid. The best information upon this Council 
has been furnished us by the letter which Bishop Firmilian 
of Cæsarea in Cappadocia, who showed himself so active in 
this controversy, addressed to S. Cyprian. 2 It says: " Some 
having raised doubts upon the validity of baptism conferred by 
heretics, ,ve decided long ago, in the Council held at Iconium 
in Phrygia, with the Bishops of Galatia, Cilicia, and the other 
neighbouring provinces, that the ancient practice against 
heretics should be nlaintained and held firm (not to regard 
baptism conferred by them)." 3 To,vards the end of the letter 
,ve read; " Among us, as more than one Church has never 
been recognised, so also have we never recognised as holy any 
but the baptism of that Church. Some having had doubts 
upon the validity of baptisnl conferred by those who receive 
new prophets (the ltlontanists), but .who, ho.wever, appear to 
adore the same Father and the same Son as ourselves, ,ve 
have assenlbled in great number at Iconium: we have very 
carefully examined the question (diligentissime tractavimus), 
and ,ve have decided that all baptism administered outside 
the Church must be rej ected." This letter then speaks of 
the Council of Iconium as of a fact already old; and it says 
also, that it ,vas occasioned by the question of the validity 
of baptism administered by 1\:1ontanists. N ovr, as Firmilian 
wrote this letter about the middle of the third century, it 
follows that the Council of Iconium, of ,vhich he often speaks 
as of an ancient assembly held long before (jampridem), took 
place about t,venty years before the writing of his letter 
Dionysius Bishop of Alexandria, about the middle of the third. 
century, also says: "It is not the Africans (Cyprian) who 
1 Döllinger, l.c. S. 260. 
 Cyp. Epp. n. 75. 
:I C;yp. Opp. ed. Benedict., Paris 1726, p. 145 ; :Mansi, l.c. p. 914:. 
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have introduced the custOlU of re-baptizing heretics: this 
nleasure had been taken long before Cyprian (7TpÒ 7TOÀÀOV), 
by other bishops at the Synod of Iconium and of Synnada." 1 
In these t.wo passages of his letter to S. Cyprian, Firmilian 
gives us a fresh means of fixing the date of the Synod of 
Iconiunl, saying formally several times: " JVe assembled our- 
selves at Iconium; we have examined the question; we haye 
decreed," etc. It results from this, that he was hÌ1uself pre- 
sent at this Synod. On the other side, the iæmpridcl1L and 
other similar expressions justify us in placing this Synod 
in the first years of Firmilian's episcopate. NO"\v we kno'w 
from Eusebius 2 that Firn1Ïlian flourished so early as in the 
tinle of the Emperor Alexander Severus (222-235) as Eishop 
of Cæsarea; so that ,ve can, ,vith Valesius and Pagi, place the 
celebration of the Synod of Iconium in the years 230-235. 3 
Baronius, by a very evident error, assigns it to the year 258. 
According to all probability, we nlust refer to the Synod 
of Iconium a short passage of S. Augustine, in the third 
chapter of his third book against CTcsconius, in 'v hich he 
speaks of a synod composed of fifty Eastern bishops. 
Dionysius the Great, BishQP of Alexandria, speaks,4 ,,-e 
have seen, not only of the Synod of Iconiunl, but also of a 
Synod of Synnada, a town also situated in Phrygia. In this 
Synod, he says, the baptism by heretics ,vas also rejected. 
tVe nlay conclude from his .words that the t,vo assenlblies 
took place about the same time. We have no other infonna- 
tion on this subject.1) 
We kno,v very little about the conciliu1n La1nbcsitanu1n, 
,vhich, says S. Cyprian, in his fifty-fifth letter to Pope 001'- 
nelius,6 had been held long before in the Lambesitana Colonia 
(in Numidia) by ninety bishops, and condemned a heretic 


1 Frag. of a letter of Dionysius to the Roman priest Philemon, in Euseb. 
Hist. Eeel. vii. 7. 
2 Hist. Eecl. vi. 26. 
3 Valesius in his remarks on Eusebius, Hist. Ecel. vii. 7 ; Pagi, Oritiea in 
Annales Baronii, ad ann. 255, n. 16 ; cf. Dölliuger, Hippolyt, S. 191 f. 
4 Euseb. Hist. Eeel. vii. 7. 
5 Döllinger thiuk
 (Hippolyt, S. 191) this Synod was almost contempo. 
raneous with that of Carthage uUller Agrippinus (between 218 and 222). 
6 Cyp. Opp. l. e. p. 84. 
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named PrÍ1;atus (probably Bishop of Lambese) as guilty of 
several grave offences." The Roman priests also mention this 
Privatus in their letter to S. Cyprian;1 but they do not give 
any further information concerning him. 
A better known council was that which was lleld about 
the year 244, at Bostra in Arabia Petræa (now Bosrah and 
Bosserat), on account of the errors of Beryllus, bishop of this 
to,vn. It is kno,Vll that Beryllus belonged to the party of 
the 1\fonarchians, generally called Patripassianists. This 
bishop held other erroneous opinions, ,vhich were peculiar to 
himself, and which it is now very difficult to distinguish. 2 
The attempt made by the Arabian bishops to bring back 
Beryllus from his elTors having failed, they called in Origen 
to their aid, ,vho then lived at Cæsarea in Palestine. 3 Origen 
came and conversed with Beryllus, first in private, then in 
presence of the bishops. The document containing the dis- 
cussion was kno.wn to Eusebius and S. Jerome; but it was 
after,vards lost. Beryllus returned to the orthodox doctrine, 
and later expressed, it is said, his gratitude to Origen in a 
private le_tter. 4 
Another controversy wag raised in Arabia about the soul, 
as to whether it passed away (fell asleep) ,vith the body, to 
rise (awake) at the resurrection of the body. At the request 
of one of the great Arabian synods, as Euse bius remarks, 
Origen had to argue against these H ypnopsychites, and he 
,vas as successful as in the affair of Beryllus. 5 The Libellus 
Synodicus adùs 6 that fourteen bishops were present at the 
Synod, but it does not mention, any more than Eusebius, the 
place where it ,vas held. 
About the same period must also have been held t,vo 
] N. 30, Cyp. Opp. l.c. p. 41, and Ep. 55, p. 84. Cf. 'tV alch, I(etzerh. (Hist. 
oj Heretics), Bd. ii. S. 181 ff. 

 Cf. on this subject, Ullmann, De Beryllo Bostreno ejusque doetrina Oom- 
mentatio, 1835; Kober, Beryll von Bos17'a, eine do[]menh. Unters'llehung, in the 
TÜbing. theol. Quartalsehrift, 1848, Heft 1; and Dorner, Lehre von der 
Pe1'son Christi, 2 Auff. Bd. i. S. 545 fr. [Eng. trans!. published by Clark of 
Edinburgh]. 
3 Euseb. Hist. Eeel. vi. 33. 
4 Euseb. Hist. Eeel. vi. 33 ; Hieron. in Oatalog. Script. Eeel. c. 60. The 
Libellus Synodieus refers also to this Synod, but very barely and inaccurately. 
. :i Euseb. Rist. Eccl. vi. 37. 6 In Mansi, l.c. i. 790 ; Harù. v. 1495. 
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Asiatic synods, on the subject of the anti-Trinitarian (Patri- 
passian) Noetus; S. Epiphanius is the only one to mention 
.. them, and he does so without giving any detail, and ,vithout 
saying where they took place. 1 The assertion of the author 
of P1
æclestinatus,2 that about this time a synod ,vas held in 
Achaia against the Valesians, ,vho taught voluntary mutila- 
tion,3 is still more doubtful, and very probably false. The 
very existence of this sect is doubtful. . 
Weare on more solid historical ground 'v hen ,ve approach 
the tolerably numerous synods which ,vere celebrated, chiefly 
in Africa, about the middle of the third century. The letters 
of S. Cyprian especially acquaint us ,vith them. He first 
sp
aks, in his sixty-sixth letter, of an assembly of his col- 
leagues (the bishops of Africa), and of his fell0 1 N-priests (the 
presbyters of Carthage), and so of a Carthaginian 4 Synod, 
,vhich had to decide upon a particular case of ecclesiastical 
discipline. A Christian named Genlinius Victor, of Furni 
in Africa, had on the approach of death appointed a priest 
named Geminius Faustinus as guardian to his children. "\Ve 
have seen above, that an ancient synod of Africa, perhaps 
that held under Agrippin us, had forbidden that a prie
t 
should be a guardian, because a clergynlan ought not to 
occupy himself with such temporal business. The Synod of 
Carthage, held under S. Cyprian, rene,ved this prohibition, 
and ordained, in the spirit of that ancient council, that no 
prayers should be said or sacrifices (oblationes) offered for the 
deceased Victor, as he had no claim to the prayers of priests 
,vho had endeavoured to take a priest from the holy altar. 
In the letter of which ,ve speak, S. Cyprian gave an account 
of this decision to the Christians of Furni.:> The Benedictines 
of Saint }"Iaur 6 presume that this letter ,vas ,vritten before 
the outbreak of the persecution of Decius, ,vhich ,vould place 
this Synod in the year 249. 


1 Ep i r b <<1n. I-Iæres. 57, c. 1. Cf. lIIansi, l.c. p. 790. 
! Lib. i. c. 37. 3 lIIansi, l. c. p. 790. 
4 Mansi and the otller collectors of the acts of councils have overlooked this 
Synod. 
5 Cypriani Bp. 66, }J. 114, eel. Bened. 
6 In their Life of S. Cyprian, n. iv. p. xlvi. ed. Dened. 
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SEC. 5. FiTst Synods at Oart7
a[Je and R01ne on account of 
Novatianism and the" Lapsi" (251). 
The schism of Felicissin1us and the N ovatian controversy 
soon afterwards occasioned several synods. 'Vhen, in 248, S. 
Cyprian was elected Bishop of Carthage, there was a small 
party of malcontents there, composed of five priests, of ,vhom 
he speaks himself in his fortieth letter. Soon after the com- 
mencement of the persecution of Decius (at th
 beginning of 
the year 250) the opposition to Cyprian became more violent, 
because in the interest of the discipline of the Church he 
,vould not ahvays regard the letters of peace ,vhich some 
martyrs ,vithout sufficient consideration gave to the lapsi. 1 
He 'was accused of exaggerated severity against the fallen, 
and his o,Vll absence (from February 250 until the month of 
April or J\Iay 251) served to strengthen the party which 'was 
formed against him. An accident caused the schism to break 
out. Cyprian had from his retreat sent two bishops and t,yO 
priests to Carthage, to distribute help. to the faithful poor 
(many had been ruined by the persecution). The deacon 
Felicissimus opposed the .envoys of Cyprian, perhaps because 
he considered the care of the poor as an exclusive right of 
the deacons, and because he ,vould not tolerate special commis- 
sioners from the bishop on such a business. This took place 
at the end of 250, or at the beginning of 251. Felicissimus 
had been ordained deacon by the priest N ovatus unknown to 
Cyprian, and ,vithout his permission, probably during his re- 
treat. Now, besides the fact that such an ordination ,vas con- 
trary to all the canons of the Church, Felicissimus was personally 
un,vorthy of any ecclesiastical office, on account of his deceit- 
fulness and his corrupt manners. 2 Cyprian, being warned by 
his commissioners, excommunicated Felicissimus and some of 
his partisans on account of .their disobedience; 3 but the 
signal for revolt ,vas given, and Felicissimus soon had ,vith 
him those five priests who had been the old adversaries of 
Cyprian, as well as all those ,vho accused the bishop of being 
1 cr. Cypriani Epist. 14. 
=z cr. Cyp. Epp. 49, 3ï, 35 ; and 'V alel1, Ketzcrl
. Ed. ii. S. 296. 
:3 Ep. 38. 
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too severe ,vith regard to the lapsi, and of despising the 
letters of the martyrs. These contributed to give to the 
opposition quite another character. Till then it had only 
been composed of some disobedient priests; henceforth the 
party took for a ,var-cry the severity of the bishop with re- 
gard to the lapsi. Thus not only the lapsi, but also some con- 
fessors (confessoTes) who had been hurt by the little regard that 
Cyprian showed for the libelli pacis, swelled the ranks of the 
revolt.! It is not kno,vn whether N ovatus was in the num- 
ber of the five priests who were the first movers of the party. 
By some it is asserted, by others denied. After having in 
vain recalled the rebels to obedience,2 Cyprian returned to 
Carthage, a year after the festival of Easter in 251 ; 3 and he 
"Tote his book de Lapsis as a preparation for the Synod which 
he assembled soon afterwards, probably during the month of 
1\lay 251. 4 The Council ,vas composed of a great number of 
bishops,5 and of some priests and deacons: 6 he excommuni- 
cated }"elicissimus and the five priests after having heard 
thelll,7 and at the same time set forth the principles to be 
follo,ved with regard to the lapsi, after having carefully exa- 
Inined the passages of Scripture treating of this question. 8 
All the separate decrees upon this subject ,vere collected into 
one book,9 which may be considered as the first penitential 
book which had appeared in the Church; but unfortunately 
it is lost. Cyprian lllakes us acquainted with the principal 
rules in his fifty-second letter: namely, that all hope must not 
be taken away from the lapsed, that, in excluding them from 
the Church, they may not be driven to abandon the faith, and 
to fall back again into a life of heathenism; that, notwith- 
standing) a long penance must be imposed upon them, and 
that they must be punished proportionally to their fault.!O It 
is evident, continues Cyprian, that one must act differently 
,vith those who have gone, so to speak, to meet apostasy, 


1 \Valch, l. c. S. 305. 
3 Cypr. Ep. 40, p. 55, ed. Bened. 
4 Cypr. Ep. 40, p. 55 ; Ep. 52, p. 67. cr. the Vita Gypriani by Prudentius 
1\fal'an, N. xviii. ; same ed. p. lxxx. 
5 Cypr. Ep. 52, p. 67. 
1 Cypr. Ep. 42, p. 57 ; Ep. 55, pp. 79, 83. 
g Cyprian speaks of this in his Ep. 52, p. 67. 



 \Valch, l.c. S. 299. 


fI Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 87. 
8 Cypr. Ep. 52, p. 67. 
10 Cypr. Ep. 52, p. 67. 
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spontaneously taking part in the impious sacrifices, and those 
,vho have been, as it ,vere, forced to this odious sacrilege after 
long struggles and cruel sufferings: so also with those ,vho 
have carried ,vith them in their crime their wife, their 
children, their servants, their friends, making them also share 
their fall, and those ,vho have only been the victims, who 
have sacrificed to the gods in order to serve their families 
and their houses; that there should no less be a difference 
between the sacrificati and the libellatici, that is to say, be- 
t,veen those who had really sacrificed to the gods, and those 
W110, without making a formal act of apostasy, had profited by 
the "\veakness of the Roman functionaries, had seduced then1, 
and had made them give them false attestations; that the 
libellatici must be reconciled immediately, but that the sacri- 
ficati must submit to a long penance, and only be reconciled 
as the moment of their death approached; 1 finally, that as 
for the bishops and priests, they must also be admitted to 
l)enance, but not again permitted to discharge any episcopal 
or sacerdotal 2 function. 
J ovinus and l\faximus, two bishops of the party of Felicis- 
sin1us, who had been reproved before by nine bishops for 
having sacrificed to the gods, and for having committed 
abominable sacrilege, appeared before the Synod of Carthage. 
The Synod renewed the sentence originally given against 
them; but in spite of this decree, they dared again to present 
themselves, with several of their partisans, at the Synod of 
Carthage, held the follo,ving year. 3 
Cyprian and the bishops assembled around him decided to 
send their synodical decisions of 251 to Rome, to Pope Cor- 
nelius, to 0 btain his consent ,vith regard to the measures 
taken against the lapsi. 4 It 'was the more necessary to under- 
stand each other on the subject of these measures, as the 
Roman Church had also been troubled by the Novatian schism. 5 
Pope Cornelius assembled at Rome în the autumn-probably 


1 Cypr. Ep. 52, pp. 69, ïO, 71. 

 Cypr. Ep. 68, pp. 119, 120. 
3 Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 84. Cf. 'Valch, l.c. Bd. ii. S. 308. 
t Cypr. Ep. 52, pp. 67, 68. 
6 Cf. Hefele's art. on this subject in the Kirchenlex. Ed. vii. S. 358 fr. 
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in the month of October 251 1 -a synod composed of sixty 
bishops, ,vithout counting the priests and deacons. The 
Synod confirmed the decrees of that of Carthage, and eXCOID- 
Inunicated N ovatian and his partisans. The t\VO authors ,vho 
have preserved these facts for us are Cyprian 2 and Eusebius. 3 
I t must be relnarked that several editors of the acts of the 
councils, and several historians, Inisunderstanding the original 
documents, have turned the two Synods of Carthage and 
Rome (251) into four councils. 4 The Libellus Synodic'Lts also 
speaks of another council ,vhich must have been held the 
same year at Antioch, again on the subject of the Novatians; 
but one can hardly rely on the Libellus Synodicus ,vhen it is 
alone in relating a fact. a 
The N ovatian schism could not be extirpated 'by these 
synods. The partisans of Felicissitnus and of N ovatian made 
great efforts to recover their position. The N ovatians of 
Carthage even succeeded in putting at their head a bishop of 
their party nanled Maximus, and they sent nlany complaints to 
Rome on the subject of Cyprian's pretended severity, as, on the 
other side, the persecution .which ,vas threatening made fresh 
lneasures necessary ,vith regard to the lapsi. Cyprian assembled 
a fresh council at Carthage on the Ides of l\Iay 252, ,vhich 
sixty-six bishops attended. 6 It ,vas probably at this council 
that t\VO points 'were discussed ,yhich were brought forward 
by the African Bishop Fidus. 7 Fidus cOlnplained at first that 
Therapius Bishop of Bulla (near Hippo) had received the 
priest Victor too soon into the conlmunion of the Church, and 
,vithout having first imposed upon him the penance he de- 
served. The Synod declared that it was evidently contrary 
to the former decisions of the councils, but that they ,yould 
1 Cf. the Vita Cypriani in the Benedict. ed. p. xcii. 
 Ep. 52. 
3 Hist. Eccl. vi. 43, pp. 242, 245, eù. 1\Iog. 
4 Cf. Tillemont, ltlémoires pOW' se'J"vir à l'histoire ecclés. t. iii. art. viii., sur 
S. Corneille, etc., not. v. pp. 197, 348, ed. Brux. 1732. Cf. also 1Valc1J, lJist. 
]{ïrchenvers. S. 102, An. l. 
Ii :Mansi, i. 867, 871; Hard. v. 1498; 'Valch, l.c. S. 103. 
6 Cypr. Ep. 59, p. 97, and Ep. 55, p. 84. 
7 Tillemont, l.c. t. iv. p. 46, art. 30, sur 8. Gyprien; Remi Ceillier, Hist. 
générale des auteurs sacrés, t. iii. pp. 585, 588,-have shown that these were not 
two councils; whilst Prudelltius :Maran, in the Vita S. Cypriani, p. xcviii., 
holds for two councils. 



SYKODS RELATIVE TO NOV ATIANIS:\I" ETC. 97 


content then1selves for this tÌ1ne ,vith blaming Bishup Thera- 
pius, lrithout declaring invalid the reconciliation of the pIÌBst 
Victor, 'v hich he had effected. In the second place, Fidus 
enunciated the opinion that infants should be baptized, not in 
the first days after their birth, but eight days after; to observe, 
,vith regard to baptism, the delay forn1erly prescribed for 
circurncision. The Synod unanimously condemned this opinion, 
declaring that they could not thus delay to confer grace on 
the ne,v - born. l 
The next principal business of the Synod ,vas that concerning 
J1e lapsi; and the fifty-fourth letter of S. Cyprian gives us 
tn account of 'v hat passed on this subject. The Synod, he 
mys, on this subject decided that, considering the imminent 
?ersecution, they might immediately reconcile all those who 
.ho\ved signs of repentance, in order to prepare them for the 
)attle by means of the holy sacraments: Idoneus esse non potest 
'd 1nartY1'Ùl1n qui ab Ecclesia non ar1natur ad præliu/nL. 2 In 
ddressing its synodical letter to Pope Cornelius (it is the 
fty-fourth of S. Cyprian's letters), the Council says formally: 
)lac-uit nobis, sancto Spirit1.t suggerente. 3 The heretic Privatus, 
f the colonia Lambesitana, probably bishop of that town, who, 
3 we have seen, had been condelnned, again appeared at the 
'ouncil; but he was not admitted. Neither would they admit 
,ishops J ovinus and J\1aximus, partisans of Felicissimus, and 
)ndemned as he was; nor the false Bishop Felix, consecrated 
y Privatus after he becanle a heretic, ,vho came with him. 
hey then united themselves with the fallen bishop Repostus 
lturnicensis,4 ,vho had sacrificed during the persecution, and 
ley gave the priest Fortunatus as bishop to the lax party at 
arthage. 5 He had been one of S. Cyprian's five original 
lversaries. 
) Cypriani Ep. 59, ad FiclU'ln, p. 97 S8. 
2 Cypriani Ep. 54, p. 78. Routh has reprinted and commented upon this 
tel' of S. Cyprian's, Reliquiæ sacræ, iii. 69 sqq., 108 sqq. This 'Work also COll- 
ns the acts of all the other synods held by S. Cyprian, accompanied with a 
nmentary. 
Cypr. Ep. 54, p. 79 sqq. Cf. on this Council, Vita S. OYp'l'iani, in the 
ned. ed. p. xciv. 
The reading is here uncertain. Cf. the notes in the Bened. edition of 
Cyprian, p. 457. 
Cypr. Ep. 55, p. 84. Cf. Vita Oypriani, p. xcvi. 
G 
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A short time after, a new synod assembled at Carthage on 
the subject of the Spanish bishops l\Iartial and Basilides. 
Both had been deposed for serious faults, especially for having 
denied the faith. Basilides had judged himself to be unworthy 
of the episcopal dignity, and declared himself satisfied if, 
after undergoing his penance, he might be received into lay 
communion. J\lartial had also confessed his fault; but after 
sonle time they both appealed to Rome, and by means of 
false accounts they succeeded in gaining over Pope Stephen, 
\vho demanded that Basilides should be replaced in his 
bishopric, although Sabinus had been already elected to sue. 
ceed him. Several Spanish bishops seem to have supported 
the pretensions of Basilides and J\fartial, and placed thenl- 
selves, it appears, on their side; but the Churches of Leon, of 
Asturia, and of Emerita, ,vrote on this subject to the African 
bishops, and sent. t,vo deputies to them - Bishops Sabinus 
and Felix, probably the elected successors of Basilides and 
Martial. Felix Bishop of Saragossa supported them ,vith 
a private letter. S. Cyprian then assembled a council COln- 
posed of thirty -seven bishops; and ,ve possess the synodical 
letter of the assembly, in his sixty-eighth epistle, in ,vhich the 
deposition of 1\Iartial and Basilides is confirmed, the election 
of their successors is declared to be legitimate and regular, 
the bishops ,vho had spoken in favour of the deposed bishops 
are censured, and the people are instructed to enter into 
ecclesiastical comnlunion ,vith their successors.! 


SEC. 6. Synods 'l'elative to the Baptism of Heretics (255-256). 
To these synods concerning the lapsi, succeeded thref 
_
frican councils on the subject of baptism by heretics. "VI 
have seen that three former councils-that of Carthage, pre 
sided over by Agrippinus; two of Asia 1\linor, that of Ice 
nium, presided over by Fil'milian, and that of Synnada, hel 
at the same period-had declared that baptism conferred b 
heretics 'vas invalid. This principle, and the consequent pra( 
tice in Asia Minor, ,vould appear to have occasioned, to,varc 
the end of the year 253, a conflict bet\veen Pope Stephen an 
the bishops of Asia J\linor, Helenus of Tarsus and Firn1Ïlir 
, 1 C)"pr. Ep. 68, p. 117 sq. 
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of Cæsarea, sustained by all the bishops of Cilicia, of Cappa- 
docia, and the neighbouring provinces; so that Stephen, accord- 
ing to Dionysius the Great,! threatened these bishops with 
excolllmunication because they repeated the baptism conferred 
by heretics. Dionysius the Great mediated ,vith the Pope in 
favour of the bishops of Asia l\Iinor; and the letter 'which 
he 'wrote prevented their being excluded from the Church. 2 
The first sentence of this letter would even allo,v it to be sup- 
posed that peace was completely re-established, and that the 
bishops of Asia l\finor had confornled to the demand of the 
Pope. However, later on, Firmilian is again found in opposi- 
tion to Rome. 
The Easterns then stirred up the controversy on the baptism 
of heretics before S. Cyprian; and ,vhen Eusebius says,3 7TPWTO;; 
TWV TÓTê KV7iptavóc;, K.T.À., this passage must be thus under- 
stood: Cyprian was the most important, and in this sense the 
first, of those who denlanded the re-baptism of heretics. 4 
Let us now turn our attention to Africa, and particularly 
to S. Cyprian. Some African bishops being of the opinion 
that those who abandoned heretical sects to enter the Church 
must not be re-baptized,5 eighteen bishops of Nun1idia, ,vho 

eld a different opinion, and rejected baptism by heretics, 
lsked of the Synod of Carthage of 255 6 if it ,vere neces- 
mry to re-baptize those who had been baptized by heretics 
)r schismatics, ,vhen they entered the Church. 7 At this 
3ynod, presided over by S. Cyprian, there ,vere twenty-one 
)ishops present: 8 the seventieth epistle of Cyprian is nothing 


1 In Euse b. Hisl. Bccl. vii. 5. 
2 Eusebius has preserved a fragment of this letter, Hist. Eccles. vii. 5. This 
ragment implies that the letter contained more than Eusebius has preserved of 
t, especially a prayer in favour of the bishops of Asia :l\Iinor. Cf. the words 
f another letter of Dionysius: de his omnibus ego ad illU1n (Stephanum) epis- 
Jlam misi rogans atque obtestans (Euseb. l. c.). cr. on this point, Vita 8. 
typriani, by Pl'udentius :Maran, in the Bened. edition of S. Cyprian's works, 
. cx. 
3 llist. Eccles. vii. 3. 4 Vita Gypriani, l. c. p. cxi. 
:s Cypr. Ep. 71, p. 126. 
6 This date is at least probable. Cf. Vita Gypriani, l. c. p. cxi. 
7 Cypr. Ep. 70, p. 124. 
8 Their names, and those of the eighteen bisllOps of Numidia, are to be 
lund at the commencement of the seventieth epistle of Cyprian. 
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but the ans'wer of the Synod to the eighteen N umidian 
bishops. It declares "that their opinion about the baptism 
of heretics is perfectly right; for no one can be baptized out 
of the Church, seeing there is only one baptism which is in 
the Church," etc. 
Shortly afterwards, Cyprian being again consulted on the 
same question by Quintus, bishop in l\lauritania, ,vho sent 
him the priest Lucian, sent in ans'wer the synodical letter of 
the Council ,vhich had just separated; and besides, in a pri- 
vate letter joined to this official document, he stated his per- 
sonal opinion on the validity of the baptism of heretics, and 
ans,vered some 0 bj ections. 1 
All the bishops of Africa were probably not satisfied with 
these decisions;2 and some time after, about 256, Cyprian saw 
himself obliged to assemble a second and larger council at Car- 
thage, at which no fewer than seventy-one bishops ,vere present. 
S. Cyprian relates 3 that they treated of a multitude of questions, 
but the chief point was the baptism of heretics. The synodical 
letter of this great assembly, addressed to Pope Stephen, forms 
S. Cyprian's seventieth letter. The Council also sent to the 
Pope the letter of the preceding Synod to the eighteen N u- 
midi an bishops, as well as the letter of S. Cyprian to Quintus, 
and reiterated the assertion " that ,vhoso abandoned a sect 
ought to be re-baptized;" adding, "that it was not sufficient 
(parum est) to lay hands on such converts ad accipicnd1.tm 
Spiritum sanctum, if they did not also receive the baptism of 
the Church." The same Synod decided that those priests and 
deacons ,vho had abandoned the catholic Church for any of 
the sects, as ,veIl as those ,vho had been ordained by the 
sectarian false bishops, on re-entering the Church, could only 
be admitted into lay communion (comm1tnio laicalis). At 
the end of their letter, the Synod express the hope that 
these decisions ,vould obtain Stephen's approval: they knew, 
besides, they said, that many do not like to renounce an 
1 Cypr. Ep. 71, p. 126 sq. 
2 " N escio qua præsumptione ducuntur quidam de collegis nostris, ut putent 
eos, qui apud hæreticos tincti sunt, quando ad nos venerint, baptizare non 
oportere," says S. Cyprian in his seventy-first epistle to Quintus, consp.quently 
after the Council of 255. 
3 Ep. 72. 
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opinion ,vhich has once been adopted; and more than one 
bishop, without breaking ,vith his colleagues, ,vill doubtless 
be tenlpted to persevere in the custom which he had enlbraced. 
13esides this, it is not the intention of the Synod to do violence 
to anyone, or to prescribe a universal law, seeing that each 
bishop can cause his will to be paranlount in the administra- 
tion of his Church, and ,vill have to render an account of it to 
God. l "These words," J\tfattes has remarked,2 "betray either 
the desire ,vhich the bishops of Africa had to see Stephen 
produce that agreelnent by his authority, which did not yet 
exist, and ,vhich was not easy to establish; or else their apprè- 
hensions, because they kne,v that there was a practice at nome 
,vhich did not accord ,vith the opinion of Cyprian." This 
last ,vas, in fact, the case; for Pope Stephen was so little 
pleased ,vith the decisions of the Council of Carthage, that he 
did not allo,v the deputies of the African bishops to appear 
before him, refused to communicate ,vith them, forbade all the 
faithful to receive them into their houses, and did not hesitate 
to call S. Cyprian a false Christian, a false apostle, a deceitful 
'workman (dolos'lls operarius). This is at least ,vhat Firmilian 
relates. 3 Pope Stephen then pronounced very explicitly, in 
opposition to the Africans, for the validity of the baptism of 
heretics, and against the custom of repeating the baptism of 
tbose who had already received it from heretics. The letter 
which he ,vrote on this occasion to Cyprian has unfortunately 
been lost, and therefore his complete argument is unkno,vn to 
us; but Cyprian and Firmilian have preserved some passages 
of the letter of Stephen in their writings, and it is these short 
fragments, ,vith the comments of Cyprian and Firmilian/ 
which must serve to make known to us with some certainty 
the view of Stephen on the baptism of heretics. 
It is comlllonly admitted that S. Cyprian answered this 
violence of Stephen's by assembling the third Oouncil of Car- 

hage; but it is also possible that this assembly took place 


1 Cypriani Ep. 72, p. 128 sq. 

 :Mattes, Abhandlung über die Ketzerta'llfe, in the Tübinger Quartalschrift, 
t849, S. 586. 
3 In Cyprian, Ep. 75, pp. 150, 151. Cf. Vita OYP'riani, l.c. p. cxii. sq. 
· Seventy-fourth and seventy-fifth letters of S. Cyprian. 
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before the arrival of the letter from Rome. 1 It ,vas conlposed 
of eighty-seveI;l bishops (bvo ,vere represented "by one proxy, 
N atalis Bishop of Oëa) from proconsular Africa, from N lunidia, 
and frOln 1\1auritania, and of a great nUlnber of priests and of 
deacons. A multitude of the laity ,vere also present at the 
Synod. The acts of this Synod, ,vhich still exist, inform us 
that it opened on the 1 st September, but the year is not 
indicated. 2 It is probable that it ,vas in 256. 3 
First ,vas read the letter of the African Bishop Jubaianus 
to Cyprian on the baptism of heretics, and the answer of 
Cyprian;4 then a second letter from Jubaianus, in ,vhich he 
declared hiInself now brought to Cyprian's opinion. The 
Bishop of Carthage then asked each bishop present freely to 
express his opinion on the baptisln of heretics: he declared 
that no one ,vould be judged or excolnmunicated for differ- 
ences of opinion; for, added he, no one in the asselnbly 
,vished to consider himself as cpiscop'lls episcopm'um, or thought 
to oblige his colleagues to yield to him, by inspiring them 
,vith a tyrannical fear (perhaps this was an allusion to Pope 
Stephen). Thereupon the bishops gave their votes in order, 
Cyprian the last, all declaring that baptism given by heretics 
,vas invalid, and that, in order to adn1it them into the Church, 
it ,vas necessary to re-baptize those who. had been baptized by 



 . 
About the same time Cyprian sent the deacon llogatian 
with a letter to Firmilian Bishop of Cæsarea, to tell hÜn how 
the question about the baptism of heretics had been decided 
in Africa. He communicated to hin1 at the same time, it 
appears, the acts and documents ,vhich treated of this busi- 
ness. Firmilian hastened to express, in a letter still extant, 
his full assent to Cyrian's principles. This letter of Firmi- 
lian's forms No. 75 of the collection of the letters of S. 
Cyprian: its contents are only, in general, an echo of ,vhat 
S. Cyprian had set forth in defence of his O'Vll opinion, and 
in opposition to Stephen; only in Firmilian is seen a mucb 


1 Cf. Mattes, S. 587. 

 These acts are printed. cr. Cypriani Opera, p. 329 sqq. eel. Bened.; Mansi. 
i. 957 sqq. ; and Hard. i. 159 sq. I 
3 Cf. Vita S. Cypriani, l.c. p. cxvi. 4 Ep. 73. 



SYNODS RELATIVE TO TIlE BAPTISM OF HERETICS. 103 


greater violence and passion against Stephen,-so much so, 
that 1\lolkenbuhr, [Roman Catholic] Professor at Paderborn, 
has thought that a letter so disrespectful to,vards the Pope 
could not be genuine. 1 
'Ve are entirely ignorant of ,vhat then passed between 
Cyprian and Stephen, but it is certain that church COlli- 
n1union was not interrupted behveen them. The persecution 
which soon after,vards broke out against the Christians under 
the Elllperor Valerian, in 257, probably appeased the contro- 
versy. Pope Stephen died as a martyr during this persecu- 
tion, in the month of August 257. 2 His successor Xystus 
received from Dionysius the Great, who had already acted as 
lllediator in this controversy on the baptism of heretics, three 
letters in .which the author earnestly endeavoured to effect a 
reconciliation; the Roman priest Philemon also received one 
frolll Dionysius. 3 These attempts were crowned ,vith success; 
for Pontius, Cyprian's deacon and biographer, calls Pope Xystus 
bonu,s ct pacificus sacerdos, and the nalne of this Pope was 
,vritten in the diptychs of Africa.' The eighty-second letter 
of Cyprian also proves that the union bet,veen Rome and 
Carthage ,vas not interrupted, since Cyprian sent a deputation 
to Rome during the persecution, to obtain information respect- 
ing the ,velfare of the Roman Church, that of Pope Xystus, 
and in general about the progress of the persecution. Soon 
after, on the 14th September 258, Cyprian himself fell, in his 
turn, a victim to the persecution of Valerian. 
It remains for us now, in order fully to understand the 
controversy on the baptism of heretics, to express with 
greater precision the opinions and assertions of Cyprian and 
Stephen. 
1. "\Ve must ask, first of all, which of the t,vo had Chris- 
tian antiquity on his side. 
a. Cyprian says, in his seventy-third letter: 5 "The custom 
of baptizing heretics .who enter the Church is no innovation 
1 Molkenbuhr, Binæ dissertationes de Firmiliano, in Migne, Oursus Pat1'o- 
logiæ, iii. 1357 sq. On 1\Iolkenhuhr, cf. in F'reiburger Kirchenlex. Ed. vü. 
S. 218. 
2 Cf. Vita S. Cypriani, l. c. p. cxvi. 
3 Euseb. J.Iist. Bccl. vii. 5, 7, and 9. cr. Vita S. Oypriani, l.c. p. ex. 
4. Cf. Vi
a S. Cypriani, l.c. p. cxx. :1 P. 130. 
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amongst us: for it is now many years since, under the epis- 
copate of Agrippinus of holy memory, a great numb
r of 
bishops settled this question in a synod; and since then, up to 
our days, thousands of heretics have received baptism without 
difficulty." Cyprian, then, wishing to den10nstrate the anti- 
quity of his custom, could not place it earlier than Agrippinus, 
that is to say, than the commencement of the third century 
(a bout 220 years after Christ); and his o,vn ,vords, especially 
the "since then" (exinde), show that it 'was Agrippinus 'who 
introduced this custom into Africa. 
b. In another passage of the same letter,! Cyprian adds: 
" Those who forbid the baptism of heretics, having been con- 
quered by our reasons (ratione), urge against us the custom 
of antiquity (qui ratione vincunt1tr, consuetudinem nobis oppo- 
nunt)." If Cyprian had been able to deny that the practice 
of his adversaries was the most ancient, he would have said: 
"They are wrong if they appeal to antiquity (consuetudo) ; it is 
evidently for us." But Cyprian says nothing of the kind: he 
acknowledges that his adversaries have antiquity on their side, 
and he only tries to take its force from this fact, by asking, 
"Is antiquity, then, more precious than truth 1. (quasi consuet1tdo 
major sit ve1-itate) ;" and by adding, "In spiritual things we 
must observe 'what the Holy Spirit has (afterwards) more 
fully revealed (id in spÍ1
itualibus sequend1tm, quod in melius 
fuerit a Spiritu sancto revelat1tm)." He ackno,vledges, there- 
fore, in his practice a prog'ress brought about by the successive 
revelations of the Holy Spirit. 
c. In a third passage of this letter,2 S. Cyprian acknow'- 
ledges, if possible more plainly, that it was not the ancient 
custom to re-baptize those 'who had been baptized by heretics. 
"This objection," he says, " may be made to me: What ha
 
become of those ,vho in past times entered the Church from 
heresy, without having been baptized?" He acknowledges; 
then, that in the past, in p'ræterit1tm, converts from heresy ,verE 
not re-baptized. Cyprian makes ans,ver to this question: 
" Divine mercy may well come to their aid; but because one haE 
erred once, it is no reason for continuing to err (non tamen, quia 
aliquando erratum est, ideo semper errandum est)." That is tc 
ll.c. p. 133. 51 P. 136. 
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say J fOi''1ìW1'ly converts were not re-baptized; but it ,vas a mis- 
take, and for the future the Holy Spirit has revealed 'what is 
best to be done (in 'riwlius a Spiritu sancto revelatu1n). 
d. "\Vhen Pope Stephen appealed to tradition, Cyprian did 
not ans,ver by denying the fact: he ackno,vledges it; but he 
seeks to diminish the value of it, by calling this tradition a 
human tradition, and not legitimate (hurnana t1'aditio, non 
Icgiti1na).l 
c. Firnlilian also maintained 2 that the tradition to ,vhich 
Stephen appealed w'as purely human, and he added that the 
Ronlan Church had also in other points s,verved fronl the 
practice of the primitive Church-for example, in the celebra- 
tion of Easter. This exanlple, ho,vever, ,vas not ,veIl chosen, 
since the Easter practice of the Itoman Church dates back to 
the prince of the apostles. 
f Firmilian says, in another passage 3 of this same letter, 
that it was anciently the cust0111 also in the African Churches 
not to re-baptize the converts: " You Africans," he says, " can 
answer Stephen, that having found the truth, you have re- 
nounced the error of your (previous) custonl (1:0S dicere Afri 
potestis, cognita veritate C1"rorem vos consuetuclinis reliquisse)." 
Nevertheless, Firmilian thought that it ,vas otherwise in Asia 

linor, and that the custonl of re-baptizing converts ,vas traced 
back to a very far-off period; but ,vhen he ,vishes to give the 
proof of it, he only finds this one: " We do not 1"cmember (!) 
,vhen this practice began amongst us." 4 He appeals, in the 
last place, to the Synod of Iconiunl,5 'v hich ,ve kno,v was not 
held until about the year 230. 
g. It is 'worthy of renlark, that even in Africa all the 
bishops did not pronounce in favour of the necessity of a fresh 
baptisrn,6 ,vhich ,vould certainly have been the case if the 
practice of Agrippinus and Cyprian had ahvays prevailed in 
Africa. 
h. A very important testimony in favour of Stephen, and 
one ,vhich proves that the ancient custom ,vas not to re-baptize, 
is given by th
 anonymous author of the book de Rebaptis1natc, 


1 Ep. 74, p. 139. 
B P. i49. 
:s Pp. 149 anù 145. 


i In Cyprian, Ep. 75, p. 144. 
4 P. 149. 
6 Cf. Cypr. Ep. 71. See above, p. 99. 
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a conten1pOral'Y and probably a colleague of Cyprian. 1 This 
author says that the practice maintained by Stephen, that of 
siu1ply laying hands on the converts ,vithout re-baptizing theIn, 
is consecrated by antiquity and by ecclesiastical tradition 
(vetustissi1na c0n8uet1tdine ac traditione ecclcsiastica), consecrated 
as an ancient, meITIorable, and solemn observance by all the 
saints, and all the faithful (p1
isca ct 1nemorabilis C1tnctoru1n 
c1neritorum sanctor1tm et fidelÙl1n snlc1nnissÍ1na observatio), 'which 
has in its favour the authority of all the churches (aucto'ritas 
o1nnÍ1tm Ecclesiaru1Jt), but from ,vhich unhappily some have 
departed, from the mania for innovations. 2 
i. S. Vincent of Lérins agrees with the author ,ve have 
just quoted, ,vhen he says that Agrippinus of Carthage ,vas 
the first ,vho introduced the custoln of re-baptizing, contra 
divin1tm canonem, c01ttra 1l1tivcrsalis Ecclesiæ regulam, contra 
'(n01
em atque instituta mqjoru1n; but that Pope Stephen con- 
demned the innovation and re-established the tradition, retenta 
est antiq'ltitas, explosa novitas. 3 
k. S. Augustine also believes that the custom of not re- 
baptizing heretics is an apostolical tradition (credo ex apostolica 
traditione venientem.), and that it was Agrippinus who was the 
first to abolish this ,vholesome custom (salubC1
ri'ma consuetudo), 
,vithout succeeding in replacing it by a better custom, as 
Cyprian thought. 4 
l. But the gravest testimony in this question is that of the 
Philosophoumena, in which Hippolytus, who wrote about 230, 
affinns that the custoln of re-baptizing ,vas only admitted under 
Pope Callistus, consequently bet,veen 218 and 222. 5 
m. Before arriving at the conclusion to be deduced from all 
these proofs, it remains for us to examine some considerations 
,vhich appear to point in an opposite direction. 
Ca.) In his book de Baptismo,6 ,vhich he wrote ,vhen he was 
still a Catholic, and still earlier in a ,york ,vritten in Greek,1 
Tertullian sho,vs that he did not believe in the validity of 
1 Reprinted at the end of the works of S. Cyprian in the Benedict. eùition, 
p. 353 sq. As to the author, see Vita Cypriani, l.c. p. cxxvi., and }lattes, 
l.c. p. 59!. 
2 Cf. the beginning of this book, l. c. p. 353. 
3 Commonitorium, c. 9. 4 De Baptism. c. Donat. ii. 7 (12). 
, Cf. above, p. 86. 6 C. 15. 7 C. 15. 
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baptisln conferred by heretics. But, on considering it atten- 
tively, ,ve find that he was not speaking of all baptism by 
heretics, but only of the baptism of those ,,
ho had another God 
and another C7
rist. Besides, ,ve kno,v that Tertullian is al- 
,vays inclined to rigorism, and he certainly is so on this point; 
and then, living at Carthage at the commencement of the 
third century, being consequently a contemporary of Agrip- 
pinus, perhaps even being .one of his clergy, he naturally 
inclined to resolve this question as Agrippinus resolved it, 
and his book de Baptis'lno perhaps exerted an influence upon 
the resolutions of the Synod of Carthage. 1 TIesides, Tertullian 
does not pretend that it ,vas the prÌ1nitive custom of the 
Church to re-baptize: his ,vords rather indicate that he thought 
the contrary. He says, Scd ci r J1ca hæreticos sane quid custodi- 
cnclum sit, digne Q1tiS retTactet; that is to say, "It ,vould be 
useful if sonle one ,vould study afresh (or examine more atten- 
tively) ,vhat ought to be done about heretics, that is to say, 
in relation to their baptism." 2 
(ß.) Dionysius the Great says, in a passage ,vhich Eusebius 3 
has p
served: "The Africans ,vere not the first to introduce 
this practice (that of re-baptizing converts) : it is more ancient; 
it ,vas authorized by bishops ,vho lived much earlier, and in 
populous Churches." However, as he only mentions the 
Synods of Iconiuln and of Synnada before the Africans, his 
expression much eærlier can only refer to these aSSeIn ies, 
and he adduces no earlier testimony for the practice of 
Cyprian. 
(ry.) Clelllent of Alexandria certainly speaks very disdainfully 
of baptism by heretics, and calls it fOí
eign water,. 4 he does 
not, ho,vever, say that they ,vere in the haLit of rene"wing this 
baptism.:> 
(S.) The Apostolical Canons 45 and 46 (or 46 and 47, 
according to another order) speak of the non-validity of bap- 
tism by heretics; 6 but the question is to kno,v ,vhat is the 
date of these two canons: perhaps they are conte111porary,vith 


I Cf. Döllinger, Hippolytus, S. 191. 
 :Mattes, l.c. S. 594. 
3 Rist. Eccl. vii. 7. 
4 Stromat. lib. i. c. 19 ad finem, vol. i. p. 375, ed. Pott. Venet. 
, Cf. l\Iattes, l. c. S. 593. 6 Harù. i. 22 ; :Mansi, i. 39. 
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the Synods of Icol1ium and of Synnada, perhaps even mote 
recent.! 
We are hardly able to doubt, .then, that in the ancient 
Church, those "\vho returned to the orthodox faith, after having 
been baptized by heretics, were not re-baptized, if they had 
'received baptism in the name of the Trinity, or of JESUS. 
2. Let us see now whether Pope Stephen considered as 
valid baptism conferred by all heretics, without any exception 
or condition. vVe kno,v that the Synod of ArIes in 314,2 
as well as the Council of Trent,S teaches that the baptism of 
heretics is valid only "\vhen it is administered in the name 
of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Were the 
opinions and assertions of Stephen agreeable to this doctrine 
of the Church 1 
At first sight Stephen appears to have gone too far, and to 
have admitted all baptism by heretics, in ,vhatever manner 
it was conferred. His chief proposition, as \ve read it in S. 
Cyprian, is expressed in these terms: Si quis ergo a q uacunq ue 
hæresi venerit ad nos, nil innovetur nisi quod traditum est, 
lt 
'}nan

s illi imponatur in pænitentiam. 4 I-Ie seems, then,.to de- 
clare valid all baptism by heretics, in ,vhatever manner it 
might have been administered, with or ,vithout the formula 
of the Trinity. Cyprian argues, in a measure, as if he under- 
stood Stephen's proposition in this sense. 5 Ho,vever, 
a. From several passages in the letters of S. Cyprian, we 
see that Pope Stephen did not thus understand it. 
Ca.) Thus (Epist. 73, p. 130) Cyprian says: "Those ,vho 
forbid the baptism of heretics lay great stress upon this, that 
even those ,y ho had been baptized by J\1arcion ,vere not re- 
baptized, because they had already been baptized in the name of 
Jesus Christ." Thus Cyprian acknowledges that Stephen, and 
those who think ,vith him,6 attribute no value to the baptism of 
heretics, except it be administered in the name of Jesus Christ. 


1 Drey consiùers them as more ancient, ill his Researches on the Oonstitutions 
and Canons of the Apostles, p. 260. Cf. the contrary opinion of Döllinger, 
Hippol. S. 192 ff. 
2 C. 8. 8 Sess. 7, c. 4, de Bapt. 4 See Cypr. Ep. 74, p. 138. 
5 Epist. 74, pp. 138, 139. 
6 We must admit that the latter were not agreed among themselves, as S. 
Cyprian was with his adherents. Cf. :M:attes, l. c. S. 60õ. 
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(ß.) Cyprian ackno\vledges in the same letter (p. 133), that 
Ileretics baptize in n01nine Christi. 
(ry.) Again, in this letter,! he t\vice repeats that his adver- 
saries considered as sufficient baptism administered out of the 
Church, but adnlinistered in nomine Christi. 
(S.) Cyprian, in ans\vering this particular question-if bap- 
tisnl by the J\farcionites is valid-acknowledges that they bap- 
tize in the nanle of the Trinity; but he remarks that, under the 
name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, they 
understand something different from \vhat the Church under- 
stands. TIlls argument leads us to conclude that the adver- 
saries of S. Cyprian considered baptism by the Marcionites 
to be valid, because they conferred it in the name of the 
Trinity. 
b. Firmilian also gives testiInony on the side of Stephen. 
Ca.) He relates, indeed, that about t\venty-t\VO years before 
he had baptized a ,voman in his o,vn country \vho professed 
to be a prophetess, but \vho, in fact, ,vas possessed by an evil 
spirit. No\v, he asks, wOlùd Stephen and his partisans approve 
even of the baptisnl which she had received, because it had 
been administered \vith the formula of the Trinity (maxÏ1ne 
cui nee sY1nbol1.tm Trinitatis clej'uit) 1 2 
(ß.) In the same letter 3 Firmilian sums up Stephen's opinion 
in these terms: In '}nultul1L p1'oficit nomen Christi ad fidem et 
baptis171Í sanctificationem, ut q1Æic1Ænq
te et 
lbicunque in nomine 
Ch1'isti baptizatus f
lerit, consequatur statirn gratiam Christi. 
c. If, then, Cyprian and Firmilian affirm that Pope Stephen 
held baptism to be valid only \vhen conferred in the name of 
Christ, \ve have no need to have recourse to the testimony 
either of S. Jerome, or of S. Augustine, or of S. Vincent of 
Lérins, who also affirm it. 4 
d. The anonynlous 
uthor of the book de Rebaptis'fltate, who 
'vas a contemporary even of S. Cyprian, begins his "rork with 
these \vords: "There has been a dispute as to the nlanner in 
,vhich it is right to act to\vards those \vho have been baptized 
by heretics, but still in the nalne of Jesus Christ: q7.d in 
1 P. 144. 
2 Ep. 75 of the Collection of S. Cyprian's letters, p. 146. 
:; l.c. p. 148. 4 Cf. Mattes, l.c. S. 603. 
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hærcsi quide1n, sed in nOJnine Dei nostri Jes1tJ C7
risti, sint 
tincti." 1 
e. It may again be asked if Stephen expressly required 
that the three divine Persons should be nanled in the adn1Ïni- 
stration of baptisnl, and if he required it as a condition sine 
qua non, or if he considered baptism as valid 'v hen given only 
in the name of Jesus Christ. S. Cyprian seeITIS to Ílllply that 
the latter was the sentiment of Pope Stephen,2 but he does 
not positively say so any,vhere; and if he had said it, nothing 
could have been legitÜnately concluded against Pope Stephen, 
for Cyprian likes to take the ,vords of his adversaries in their 
,vorst sense. 'Vhat ,ve have gathered (a ô and b a) tends to 
prove that Pope Stephen regarded the formula of the Trinity 
as necessary. Holy Scripture had introduced the custom of 
calling by the short phrase, baptis1n in the nC17ne oj Christ, all 
baptism ,vhich ,vas conferred in virtue of faith in Jesus Christ, 
and conformably to His precepts, consequently in the name of 
the Holy Trinity, as is seen in the Acts of the Apostles 3 and in 

he Epistle to the TIon1ans. 4 It is not, then, astonishing that 
l
ope Stephen should have used an expression ,vhich ,vas per- 
fectly intelligible at that period. 
f. In this discussion Pope Stephen seenlS to believe that all 
the heretics of his time used the true formula of baptislll, 
consequently the same formula among themselves, and the 
same as the Church. He declares this opinion clearly in 
these ,vords, adduced from his letter by Firnlilian: Stephan1ls in 
sua epistola dixit: hæTcticos quoque ipsos in baptismo convenire; 
and it was on this account, added the Pope, that the heretics 
did not re-baptize those who passed from one sect to another.1) 
To speak thus, 'vas certainly to affirm that all the sects agreed 
in administering baptisnl ,vith the formula prescribed by our 
Lord. 
S. Cyprian also attributes to Pope Stephen ,vords ,vhich 
can be eXplained very well if ,ve study them with reference to 
those quoted by Firn1Ïlian. According to S. Cyprian,6 Stephen 


1 In the Bened. edition of the works of S. Cyprian, p. 353. 
2 Ep. 73, p. 134 sq. :3 ii. 38, viii. 16, xix. 5. 
4 vi. 3. Cf. Binterim, ltlemorabilia, i. 132; IGee, DO[Jmeng. ii. 149 f. 

 Ep. 75. Among those of Cyprian, p. 144. 6 Ep. 74, p. 138. 
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had said: " We n1ust not re-baptize those ,vho have been 
baptized by heretics, C'U1n ipsi hæretici propl'ie altcrlll1
u1n 
ad se venientes non baptrz'zent;" that is to say, the different 
sects have not a special baptism of their own (p1'oprie non 
bctptizent): and it is for this reason that heretics do not 
re-baptize those ,vho pass from one sect to another. N o,v if 
the different sects have not special baptism, if they baptize in 
the same way-conveniunt in baptis111-o-as Firmilian makes 
Pope Stephen affirm, they hold necessarily the universal and 
prÍlllitive nlode of Christian baptisln; consequently they use 
the formula of the Trinity. 
It is difficult to say ,vhether, in admitting this hypothesis, 
Stephen falls into an historical error: for, on one side, S. 
Irenæus 1 accuses the Gnostics of having falsified the baptismal 
formula, and of having used different erroneous formulas; and 
consequently he contradicts Stephen; and, on the other side, 
S. Augustine appears to agree ,vith him, saying: Facilius 
inveniunt1tr hærctici qui omnino non baptizent q'Ua1it qui non illis 
verbis (in nomine Pal1
is, etc.) baptizent. 2 
g. vVe nlay be inclined to make an 0 bj ection against Stephen 
on the subject of the l\1:ontanists. There is no doubt, in fact, 
that Stephen considered the baptism of these heretics to be 
valid, 'v hile the Church afterwards declared it to be of no 
value. 3 But Stephen's opinion is not in this contrary to the 
doctrine of the Church; neither did the Council of Nicæa 
(can. 19) nlention the J\lontanists ar..10ng those ,vhose baptism 
it rejected. It could not do so any more than Stephen; for it 
","'as not until long after the tin1e of Stephen and of the 
Council of Kicæa that a degenerate sect of J\lontanists fell 
away into fornlal anti-Trinitarianisln. 4 
3. It remains for us to understand ,vhat, according to 
Stephen's opinion, ,vas to be .done with the converts after 
their reception into the Church. These are Stephen's ,vords 
on this subject: Si quis ergo a quac'U11u1.1W hæresi 'Cene1
it ad 


1 Adv. ltæres. i. 21. 3. 
 De Baptism. c. Donat. vi. 25 (47). 
3 Seventh canon, attributed to the second General Council, but which does 
not belong to it. 
4 Cf. Hefele's article "ltlontanus" in Freiúu1'[Jer Ki1"cltenlexicon, Bù. vii. 
S. 264, 265. 
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nos, nil innovet'l,tr nisi quod tradit'l,tm cst, ut 'ìnanus illi impo.. 
natu1
 in pænitentiam. There is a sense ,vhich is often given 
to this passage, as follow"S: it No innovation shall be made; 
only ,,,hat is conformable to tradition shall be observed; hands 
shall be laid on the convert in sign of penitence." But this 
interpretation is contrary to gralnmatical rules. If Stephen 
had ,vished to speak in this sense, he would have said: Nihil 
innovetur, sed quod traditltm est observet'l,tr, etc. Hence J\lattes 
translates the words of Stephen thus: " Nothing shall be 
changed (as regards the convert) but "\vhat it is according to 
tradition to change; that is to say, that hands shall be laid 
upon him," 1 etc. 
Stephen adds, in pænitentiam, that is, that" it is necessary 
that a penance should be imposed on the convert." A.ccording 
to the practice of the Church, a heretic ,vho enters into the 
Church ought first to receive the sacranlent of penance, then 
that of confirnlation. One may ask, if Stephen required these 
t,vo sacraments, or if he only required that of penance 1 Each 
of these sacraments comprehended the imposition of hands, as 
some words of Pope Vigilius 2 clearly indicate; and consequently 
Ly the expression, manus illi Í1nponatur, Stephen may under- 
stand the adnlinistration of the two sacraments. To say that 
there is only in pænitentiam in the text, is not a very strong 
oLjection; for this text is only a fragment, and Cyprian has 
transmitted to us else,vhere other texts of Stephen's thus 
abridged. 3 The manner in ,vhich the adversaries of Pope 
Stephen analysed his opinions sho,vs that this Pope really 
required, besides penance, the confirmation of the converts. 
Thus, in his seventy-third letter, Cyprian accuses his adver- 
saries of self-contradiction, saying: "If baptism out of the 
Church is valid, it is no longer necessary even to lay hands on the 
converts, 'l,d Spirit'ltm Sanct'lt1n consequatur et signetur;" that 


1 
Iattes, l.c. S. 628. The first interpretation of this passage is, besides, the 
one which was admitted by Christian antiquity; and the words of Pope Stephen 
became a dictum classicum for tradition, as is proved by the use which Vincent 
of Lérins makes of them, Commonitoriwn, c. 9. 
2 Vigilii Ep. 2, ad Profut. n. 4, in :Migne, CursU8 Patrol. iii. 1263; anù 
:Mattes, l.c. S. 632. . 
3 Thus, above, for this text, IIæretici proprie non baptizent. Cf. l\Iattes, l.c. 
:pp. 629, 611. 
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is to say : You contradict yourselves if you attribute a real 
value to baptism by heretics; you must also equally admit 
the validity of confirmation by heretics. Now you require 
that those ,yho have been confirmed by heretics should be so 
again. S. Cyprian here forgets the great difference ,yhich 
exists bet,veel1 the value of baptism and of confirmation;l but 
his ,vords prove that Ste})hen ,vished that not only penance 
but also confirmation should be besto,ved upon converts. 
The same conclusion is to be dra,vn from certain votes of 
the bishops assembled at the third Council of Carthage (256). 
Thus Secundinus Bishop of Carpi said: "The imposition of 
hands (,vithout the repetition of baptism, as Stephen required) 
cannot bring down the Holy Spirit upon the converts, because 
they have not yet even been baptized." 2 N emesianus Bishop 
of Thubuni speaks still nlore clearly: "They (the adversaries) 
believe that by imposition of hands the Holy Spirit is im- 
parted, ,vhilst regeneration is possible only ,vhen one receives 
the two sacraments (baptism and confirmation 
 in the Church." 
These t,vo testimonies prove that Stephen regarded confirma- 
tion as well as penance to be necessary for converts. 4 
4. vVhat precedes sho,vs that we must consider as incorrect 
and unhistorical the ,videspread opinion, that Stephen as "veIl 
as Cyprian carried things to an extreme, and that the proper 
mean ,vas adopted by the Church only as the result of their 
differences. :> 
5. It is the part of Doglnatic Theology, rather than of a 
lIistory of the Councils, to sho,v 'v hy Cyprian ,vas wrong, and 
why those ,vho had been baptized by heretics should not be 
re-baptized. Some short explanation on this point "\\7ill, how- 
ever, not be out of place here. 
S. Cyprian repeated essentially Tertullian's argument, yet 
without naming it, and thus summed it up: " As there is 
only one Christ, so there is only one Church: she only is the 
way of salvation; she only can administer the sacraments; 


1 Mattes, l.c. p. 630 sq., shows the reasons which prove that heretics can 
egally administer baptism, but not confirmation. 
20 . 
ypr. Opp. p. 333. 3 Cypr. Opp. p. 330. 
4 See more details in 
Iattes, l. c. pp. 615-636. 
5 Of. :Mattes, l. c. p. 603. 
H 
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out of ""her pale no sacrament can be validly adn1inistered." J 
He adds: " Baptism forgives sins: no,v Christ left only to 
the apostles the po,ver of forgiving sins ; then heretics can- 
not be possessed of it, and consequently it is impossible for 
them to baptize."2 Finally, he concludes: "Baptism is a new 
birth; by it children are born to God in Christ: no,y the 
Church only is the bride of Christ; she only can, therefore, 
be the means of this new birth." 3 
In his controversy against the Donatists (,vho revived 
Cyprian's doctrine on this point), S. Augustine demonstrated 
with great completeness, and his accustomed spiritual pow"er, 
two hundred and fifty years afterwards, that this line of argu- 
ment ,vas unsound, and that the strongest grounds existed 
for the Church's practice defended by Stephen. The demon- 
stration of S. Augustine is as simple as po,verflù. 4 He 
brought out these three considerations :- 
a. Sinners are separated spiritually from the Church, as 
heretics are corporally. The former are as really out of the 
Church as the latter: if heretics coul4 not legally baptize, 
sinners could not either; and thus the validity of the sacra- 
ment would absolutely depend upon the in,vard state of the 
minister. 
b. We must distinguish between the grace of baptism and 
the act of baptism: the minister acts, but it is God ,vho giveE 
the grace; and He can give it even by means of an unworth) 
minister. 
c. The heretic is, ,vithout any doubt, out of the Church 
but the baptism which he confers is not an alien baptism 
for it is not his, it is Christ's baptism, the baptism 'which H 
confers, and consequently a true baptism, even when con 
ferred out of the Church. In leaving the Church, th 
heretics have taken many things away ,vith them, especiall 
faith in Jesus Christ and baptism. These fragments of Chure 
truth are the elements, still pure (and not 'v hat they ha,' 


1 Cypr. Ep. 71, 73, 7 4. 
 Cypr. 70, 73. 
3 Ep. 74. Mattes has perfectlJ recapitulated S. Cyprian's argumènt in f 
Becond art. of his Abhandlung Über f(etzertaufe, in TÜ1Ji-nger Quartalsch1"
 
1850, S. 24 sq. 
" In his work, de Baptis1no conb'a Don.atistas. 
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as l1eretics), which enable them by baptism to give birth to 
children of God. l 
After S. Augustine, S. Thomas Aquinas, S. Eonaventura, 
the editors of the Roman Oatechism, and . others, have dis- 
cussed the question anew; and the principal propositions 
upon ,vhich the whole subject turns are the following :- 
Ca.) He who baptizes is a simple instrument, and Christ 
can use any instrument whatever, provided that he does ,vhat 
Christ (the Church) wills that he should do. This instrument 
only performs the act of baptism; the grace of baptism comes 
from God. Thus any man, even a heathen, can administer 
baptisn1, provided that he ,vill do as the Church does; and 
this latitude with respect to the adnlinistrant of baptism is not 
without reason: it is founded upon this, that baptism is really 
necessary as a means of salvation. 
Cß.) Baptism, then, by a heretic will be valid, if it is ad- 
ministered in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, and !Vith the intention of doing as the Church 
does Cintentio faciendi, quod facit ecclesia). 
(ry.) Should he who has thus been baptized, after remaining 
a long time in heresy, ackno,vledge his error and his separa- 
tion from the Church, he ought, in order to be admitted into 
the Church, to subn1it to a penance (1nanus impositio ad 
pænitentiam); but it is not necessary to re- baptize him. 
(S.) The sacraments are often compared to channels through 
which divine grace COllies to us. Then, "\vhen anyone is bap- 
tized in a heretical sect, but is baptized according to the rules, 
the channel of grace is truly applied to him
 and there flo,vs 
to him through this channel not only the remission of sins 
(rernissio peccatoru/(11), but also sanctification and the renewal 
of the inner man (sanct
ficatio et renovatio interioris hominis) ; 
that is to say, he receives the grace of baptism. 
(e.) It is otherwise ,vith confirmation. From the time of 
the apostles, they only, and never the deacons., their fellow- 
,vorkers, had the po-wer of giving confirn1ation. 2 Now, too, it 
is only the legitimate successors of the apostles, the bishops, 
who can administer this sacrament in the Church. If, there- 
1 S. Augustine's arguments are given in detail in Mattes, l.c. {Jr. 30-45. 
2 Acts viii. 14-17, xix. 6. 
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fore, anyone has been confirmed whilst he ,vas in heresy, he 
can have been so only by a schismatical or heretical bishop or 
priest; so that his confirmation must be invalid, and it is 
necessary that the imposition of hands should be repeated, ut 
Spiritum sanctu.;m conscquatur et signet
tr.l 
Doctor Mattes has brought out, ,vith much depth, in the 
dissertation which 've have already frequently quoted, the 
different reasons for believing that baptism and marriage may 
be administered by those ,vho are not Christians. 2 
SEC. 7. Synod of Narbonne (255-260). 
The councils of Christian Africa have chiefly occupied our 
attention so far: we are no,v to direct attention to those of 
the other countries of the Roman Empire, and first to those 
of Gaul. It is kno,vn that, about the middle of the third 
century, seven n1issionary bishops ,vere sent into Gaul by 
Pope Fabian, and that one of them ,vas S. Pa.ul, first bishop 
of Narbonne. The acts of his life which have reached us 
speak of a synod held at Narbonne on his account between 
255 and 260. T,vo deacons, whom the holy bishop had 
often blamed for their incontinence, wished to revenge them- 
selves on hÎ1n in a diabolical nlanner. They secretly put a 
pair of women's slippers under his bed, and then sho\ved them 
in proof of the bishop's impurity. Paul found himself obliged 
to assemble his colleagues in a synod, that they might judge 
of his innocence or culpability. While the bishops conti- 
nued the inquiry for three days, an eagle can1e and placed 
itself upon the roof of the house ,vhere they 'were assembled. 
Nothing could drive it a,vay, and during those three days a 
raven brought it food. On the third day Paul ordered public 
prayer that God ,vould make kno,vn the truth. The deaconE 
were then seized by an evil spirit, and so tormented, that they 
ended by confessing their perfidy and calumny. They couIc: 
only be delivered through prayer, and they rene,ved theÏJ 


1 Cypr. Ep. 73, p. 131, above, p. 112. 
2 Tiibinger Quartalscltrift, 1850, S. 51-66. See also in the FreibU'rger Ki'J"clten 
lexicon, Bd. vi. S. 71 ff., Gruscha's article on the subject of lJaptism admini 
stered ùy heretics. Gruscha also mentions the works to be consulted on thi 
question. 
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confession. Instead of judging Paul, the bishops threw theln- 
3elves at his feet, and with all the people entreated his inter- - 
cession with God. The eagle then took flight to,vards the 
East.! 
Such is the account given in the Acts. They are ancient, 
but full of fables, and, as Remi Ceillier and others have 
already shown, cannot 'be regarded as a serious historicQl 
docunlent. 2 


SEC. 8. Synods at Arsinüe and Rome (255-260). 
We have, unlike the case last considered, the most tho- 
roughly historical records of the assembly over which Diony- 
sius the Great, Archbishop of Alexandria, presided at Arsinöe,3 
and of which he speaks himself in Eusebius. 4 Nepos, an 
Egyptian bishop, also a very venerable man, and author of 
SOlne Christian canticles, had fallen into the error of the 1\fil- 
lenarians, and had endeavoured to spread it.:> Dying some 
time after, he could not be judged; and his prinlate, Dionysius 
the Great, had to content himself with refuting the opinions 
,vhich he had propagated. He did so in two books, 'lrEpl 

7rarY'YEÀlwV. Besides this, about 255, Dionysius being near 
to Arsinöe, ,vhere the errors of Nepos had made great pro- 
gress, assenl bled the priests (of Nepos) and the teachers of the 
place, and prevailed upon them to submit their doctrine to a 
discussion which should take place before all their brethren, 
who would be present at it. In the debate they relied upon 
a work by Nepos, ,vhich the Millenarians much venerated. 
Dionysius disputed ,vith them for three days; and both parties, 
says Dionysius himself, showed nluch 1110deration, calnlness, 
and love of truth. The result ,vas, that Coration, chief of the 
party of Nepos, promised to renounce his error, and the dis- 
cussion ternlinated to the satisfaction of all. 6 


1 Cf. Franc. de Bosquet, Hist. Eccl. Gall. lib. v. p. 106 ; and :Mansi, i. 1002. 

 Remi Ceillier, llistoire géné1 0 ale des auteurs sac'i"és, iii. 593 ; Walch, Hist. 
der Kirchenvers. S. 110; Gallia Christiana., v. 5 ; Histoi1 o e du Languedoc, t. i. 
p. 129 sqq. 
3 Arsinöe was an episcopal town in Egypt, in the province of Heptanomos, 
bdonging to the patriarchate of Alexandria. 
-1 Lib. vii. 24. :; Upon Nepos, see Freibu'rger KirclLenlexicon on this word. 
6 Euseb. Rist. Eccl. vii. 24. 
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Some years later, about 260, the same Dionysius the Great, 
fronl his manner of combating Sabellius, gave occasion for the 
holding of a Roman synod, of 'which we shall speak more at 
length in giving the history of the origin of Arianism. 
SEC. 9. Three Synods at Antioch on acco
/;nt of Paul of 
Samosata (264-269). 
Three synods at Antioch in Syria occupied themselves ,yith 
the accusation and deposition of the bishop of that to'wn, the 
,veIl-known anti-Trinitarian, Paul of Samosata. 
Sabellius had ,vished to strengthen the idea of unity in the 
doctrine of the Trinity, by sl"!.ppressing the difference bet-ween 
the persons, and only adnlitting, instead of the persons, three 
different modes of action in the one person of God; conse- 
quently denying the personal difference between the Father 
and the Son, and identifying them both. In his doctrinal 
explanation of the mystery of the Trinity, Paul of Samosata 
took an opposite course: lw separatecl the one from the other, 
the Father and the Son, far too much. He set off, as Sabellius 
did, from a confusion 1 of the divine persons, and regarded the 
Logos as an impersonal virtue of God in no ,yay distinct from 
the Father. In JESUS he saw only a man penetrated by the 
Logos, who, although miraculously born of a virgin,2 ,vas yet 
only a man, and not the God-man. His inferior being ,vas he 
7rap8É:vov; his superior being, on the contrary, ,vas penetrated 
by the Logos. The Logos had d,velt in the man Jesus, not in 
person, but in quality, as virtue or power (oi)Jc OVULCiJðW-; àÀ.À.à 
Karà 7TOLÓT7]Ta). Moreover, by an abiding penetration, He 
sanctified him, and rendered him worthy of a divine name. 3 
Paul of Samosata further taught, that as the Logos is not a 
person, so also the Holy Spirit is only a divine virtue, imper- 
sonal, belonging to the Father, and distinct from Him only in 
thought. 
Thus, while Paul on one side approached Sabellianism, on 


1 Nicht-unterscheic1ung. 
 Cf. Athanas. Oontra Apollin. Ü. 3. 
3 See, upon the doctrine of Paul of Samosata, Dorner, Lehre v. d. Person 
Ohristi, Thl. i. S. 510 if. ; Schwab, de Pauli Samos. vita atque doctrilla, Diss. 
inang. 1839; Feuerlin, Disp. de hæresi Pauli Samos.; Walch, KetzerlÛ8t. Bù. ii. 
S. 64-126. 
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the other side he inclined to,vards the Suborclinatians of Alex- 
andria. "\Ve \vill not discuss whether Jewish errors, of ,vhich 
Philastrius accuses him, ,yere nlixed with this monarchianism, 
as this is merely an accessory question. TheodoTet says nlore 
accurately, that Paul sought, by his anti-Trinitarian doctrines, 
to please his protectress and sovereign Zenobia, who \vas a 
Je\vess, and consequently held anti-Trinitarian opinions. l 
The new error ,vas so much the more dangerous, as the 
ecclesiastical and political position of its author was of great 
iInportance. He filled the highest see in the East. 'Ve kno\v 
also, that in 264 or 265 2 a great number of bishops assembled 
at Antioch; particularly Firmilian of Cæsarea in Cappadocia, 
Gregory Thaumaturgus and his brother Athenodorus, the 
Archbishop Helenus of Tarsus in Cilicia, Nicomas of Iconium, 
IIynlenæus of Jerusalem, Theotecnus of Cæsarea in Palestine 
(the friend of Origen), l\Iaximus of Bostra, and many other 
bishops, priests, and deacons. Dionysius the Great of Alex- 
andria had also been invited to the Synod; but his age and 
infirlnities prevented hÏ1n froIn going in person, and he died a 
short time after. He had \vished at least to be able in \vrit- 
ing to defend the doctrine of the Church against Paul of 
Samosata, as he had before defended it against Sabellius. 3 
According to Eusebius, he addressed a letter to the church 
at Antioch, in which he would not even salute the bishop. 
'Vithout entirely confirming this statement furnished by 
Eusebius,4 Theodoret relates that in that letter Dionysius 
exhorted Paul to do what ,vas right, \vhilst he encouraged 
the assembled bishops to redoubled zeal for orthodoxy. From 
these testimonies we may conclude that Dionysius wrote three 
letters-one to Paul, another to the bishops in Synod, a third 
to the church at Antioch; but it is also true that one single 
letter might easily contain all that Eusebius and Theodoret 
attribute to Dionysius. õ 


1 Theodoret, H æret. fabul. lib. ii. c. 8. 
2 "\Ve know this date from that of the death of Dion)ysius of Alexandria, who, 
as Eusebius says, died soon after this Synod (vii. 28). 
3 Euse b. Hiòt. Eccl. vii. 27, 28 ; Theodoret, l. c. 4 l. c. 
I'i The letter by Dionysius to Paul of Samosata, containing ten questions of 
Paul's, and answers from Dionysius, which was first published by Turrianus, a 
Jesuit, and which is found also in :Mansi, i. 1039 sq., is not authentic. Opinions 
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In a great nunlber of sessions and discussions they sought 
to demonstrate the errors of Paul, and entreated him to return 
to orthodoxy; but the latter, cleverly dissenlbling his doctrine, 
protested that he had never professed such errors, and that he 
had always foIl o,ve d. the apostolic dogmas. After these de- 
clarations, the bishops being satisfied, thanked God for this 
harmony, and separated.! 
But they found that they,vere soon obliged to assemble again 
at Antioch. Firmilian appears to have presided over this fresh 
assembly, as he had over the first: its exact date is not certainly 
known. The Synod explicitly condemned the new doctrine 
introduced by Paul. As, however, Paul promised to renounce 
and retract his errors (as he had absolutely rejected them as 
his in the first Synod), Firmilian and the bishops allowed 
themselves to be deceived a second time. 2 
Paul did not keep his promise, and SOOD, says Theodoret,3 
the report ,vas spre
d that he professed his fOrlller errors as 
before. However, the bishops would not cut him off imme- 
diately from communion with the Church: they tried again 
to bring him back to the right way by a letter which they 
addressed to him; 4 and it ,vas only when this last attenlpt 
had failed that they asseInbled for the third tinle at Antioch, 


are there attributed to Paul which he did not profess; as, for example, that of 
two Christs, of two Sons: the name of mother of God is often given to :Mary, and 
the whole betrays a period later than N estorius. None of the ancients knew 
of this letter. Cf. Remi Ceillier, iii. 277 ; :Möhler, Patrol. i. S. 632 ; Walch, 
Ketzergesclt. ii. S. 71 ff., 83 ff. 
1 Theodoret, l.c.
' Euseb. vii. 28. 
 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. 3 l.c. 
4 Theodoret, i. c. The Jesuit Turrianus discovered a pretended letter from sÜ 
bishops of the Synod of Antioch, addressed to Paul of Samosata, containing : 
complete creed, and ending with the demand that Paul should declare whethe: 
he agreed with it or not. This letter was first quoted in Latin by Baronius, a( 
ann. 266, n. 4, and taken for genuine. It is given in Greek and Latin b: 
:Mansi, i. 1033; and tbe creed which it contains is most accurately reproduce! 
by Hahn, Biblioth. d. Symb. 1842, S. 91 ff. The letter in question was regarde! 
as genuine by :Mausi in his notes on Natalis Alexander, Hist. Eeel. iv. 145 
Venet. 1778 ; but its genuineness was called in question by Dupin (Nouvell 
Eibliothè'lue, etc., i. 214), by Remi Ceillier (Histoire des auteurs sacrés, iii. 607) 
and still more by Gottfried Lumper (Historia theol. crit. xiii. 711), for thes 
reasons: 1. The letter was unknown by the ancients; 2. Paul of Samosata i 
spoken of in a friendly manner in the letter, although, as a matter of fact 
several years before Dionysius the Great of Alexandria would not even nam 
him, and Paul had by this time become much worse ; 3. The letter is signed b 
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towards the close of the year 269. 1 Bishop Firmilian died at 
Tarsus in going to this Synåd. .According to Athallasius, the 
nUlnber of asselnbled bishops reached seventy, and eighty 
according to Hilarius. 2 The deacon Basil, "\vho ,vrote in the 
fifth century,3 raises it even to a hundred and eighty. Fir- 
Inilian being dead, Helenus presided over the assembly, as we 
are expressly assured by the Libellus Synodic'lts. 4 Besides 
Helenus, Hymenæus of Jerusalem, Theotecnus of Cæsarea in 
Palestine, J\laxÌ1nus of Bostra, Nicomas of Iconium, and others, 
,vere presènt. 5 Alnong the priests ,vho ,vere present at the 
Synod, 1Ialchion was especially remarkable, ,vho, after having 
taught rhetoric with much success at Antioch, had been 
ordained priest there on account of the purity of his manners 
and the ardour of his faith. He was chosen by the bishops 
assembled at Antioch as the opponent in discussion of Paul 
of San10sata, on account of his vast kno,vledge and his skill 
in logic. The notaries kept an account of all that was said. 
These documents still existed in the time of Eusebius and of 
Jerome; but we have only some short fragments preserved 
by two writers of the sixth century-Leontius of Byzantiunl 
and Peter the deacon. 6 


only six bishops, whilst ten times that numòer were present at the Synod; 4. In 
this letter Hymenæus of Jerusalem is named as president, while we know that 
it was Helenus of Tarsus who presided at the thirù Synod of Antioch. Never- 
theless, more recently, Hahn (l.c.) 11<1.S adduced the creed contained in this letter 
as genuine; but Dorner (Lehre v. der Person Christi, Bd. i. S. 767, note 38; Eng. 
ed. of Clark, A, ii. 10 ff.) shows that the proposition of this creed, "There are 
not two Christs," could have no reference to Paul of Samosata (cf. also 'Valch, 
Ketzerhist. Bd. ii. S. 117). Some learned men have ascribed the letter to the 
first Antiochene Synod, which is even less possible. I t might rather have been 
published before or during the third Synod by six of its members. Even if it 
is genuine, it is impossible to prove that it is identical with the letter quoted 
above from Theodoret, and intended to bring back Paul to the truth. 
1 We can determine this date, because we know that of the death of Firmilian, 
and of Dionysius of Rome: the latter died 26th December 267. Cf. Lumper, 
Rist. Theol. xiii. 714 s<.1. ; and Pagi, Critica in An1ial. Baron. ad ann. 2Ïl, 
No.2. 
t Athan. de Synodis, n. 43, vol. i. P. ii. p. 605, ed. Patav. ; Hilar. Pictav. 
de Synodis, n. 86, p. 1200. 
3 In the acts of the Synod of Ephes11s. Harll. l.c. i. 1335. 
4 In Hard. l.e. v. 1498; and Mansi, l.c. i. 1099. 
:s Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. 
I In the Bibl. maxÍ1na PP., Lllgdun., ix. 196, 703; aml in Mansi, l.c. i.1102. 
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In tbese disputations Paul of Samosata ,vas convicted of 
error. The Council deposed him, excomulunicated .hÜll, 1 and 
chose in his place Domnus, son of his predecessor Den1etrian 
Eishop of Antioch. Before dissolving itself, the Council sent 
to Dionysius Bishop of Rome, to l\laximus of Alexandria, and 
to the 1ishops of all the provinces, an encyclical letter, which 
,ve still possess in greater part, in which ,vas an account of 
the errors and manners of Paul of Samosata, as well as of the 
deliberations of the Council respecting him. 2 It is there said, 
"that Paul, .who ,vas very poor at first, had acquired great 
riches by illegal proceedings, by extortions and frauds, pro- 
fessedly promising his protection in lawsuits, and then de- 
ceiving those ,vho had paid him. Besides, he ,vas extremely 
proud and arrogant: he had accepted worldly enlploynlents, 
and preferred to be called ducenarius rather than bishop; 3 he 
ahvays went out surrounded by a train of servants. He was 
reproached with having, out of vanity, read and dictated letters 
,vhile \valking; ,vith having, by his pride, caused nluch evil 
to be said of Christians; ,vith having had a raised throne 
made for him in the church; ,vith acting in a theatrical 
manner-striking his thigh, spurning things with his foot, 
persecuting and scorning those who during his sermons did 
not join \vith the clappers of hands bribed to applaud him; 
\vith having spoken disparagingly of the greatest doctors of 
the Church, and .with applause of himself; .with having sup- 
pressed the Psalms in honour of Christ, under the pretext that 
they were of recent origin, to substitute for them at the feast 
of Easter hymns sung by women in his honour; with having 
caused himself to be praised in the sermons of his partisans, 
priests and chorepiscopi. The letter further declared that 


1 Baronius says, ad ann. 265, n. 10, that Paul of Samosata had been con- 
demned before by a synod at Rome under Pope Dionysius. He was deceived by 
the ancient and false Latin translation of Athan. de Synodis, c. 43. 
2 In Euseb. Rist. Eccl. vii. 30; in :l\Iansi, l.c. t. i. p. 1095, and Hard. l.c. 
. t. i. p. 195. According to S. Jerome, Catal. Script. eccles. c. 71, the priest 
}'Ialc11ion edited this synodical letter. In Euseb. l.c. we also read at the head 
of this letter the name of one 1tlalchion, but side by side with other names of 
the bishops, so that it is dcubtful whether this }'Ialchion is the priest of whom 
we are speaking, or a bishop of that name. 
S The functionaries were thus named who annually claimed a revenue of ducenta 
sestertia. 
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he had denied that the Son of God descended from heaven, 
but that he personally had allo,ved himself to be called an. 
angel conle from on high; that, besides, he had lived ,vith 
the subintrod
tctæ, and had allo,ved the sanle to his clergy. 
If he could not be reproached ,vith positive immorality, he 
had at least caused much scandal. Finally, he had fallen into 
the heresy of Artemon; and the Synod had thought it suffi- 
cient to proceed only on this last point. They had therefore 
excommunicated Paul, and elected Domnus in his place. The 
Synod prayed all the bishops to exchange the litte1
as cmn- 
municatorias ,vith Domnus, ,vhilst Paul, if he ,vished, could 
,vrite to Artemon. 1 It is with this ironical observation that 
the great fragment of the synodical letter preserved by Euse- 
bius terminates. It is thought that in Leontius of Byzantium 2 
are to be found some more fraglnents of this letter treating of 
Paul's doctrine. l\Iuch more inlportant is an ancient tradition, 
that the Synod of Antioch must have rejected the expression 
Ój.LOOVULO\j. This is, at least, ,vhat semi-Arians have main- 
tained; whilst S. Athanasius says" that he had not the synodical 
letter of the Council of Antioch before his eyes, but that the 
semi-Arians had maintained, in their Synod of Ancyra of 358, 
that tlris letter denied that the Son ,vas óJ.LOOVULQ\j TijJ 'lraTpt." 3 
What the semi-Arians affirmed is also reported by Basil the 
Great and Hilary of Poitiers. Thus it is impossible to main- 
tain the hypothesis of many learned TIlen, viz. that the sen1i- 
Arians had falsified the fact, and that there ,vas nothing true 
about the rejection of the expression óJ.LOOÚULQ\j by the Synod 
of Antioch. The original docunlents do not, however, sho,v us 
,yhy this Synod of Antioch rejected the ,vord ÓJ.LOOVULQ\j; and 
,ve are thro,vn upon conjectures for this point. 
Athanasius says4 that Paul argued in this way: If Christ, 
from being a man, did not become God-that is to say, if lIe 
w.ere not a man deified-then He is óJ.LOOVULQ\j ,vith the Father; 
but then three substances (ovu/at) must be admitted-one first 
fmbstance (the Father), and ÞNO more recent (the Son and the 


1 Euseb. vii. 30. 
2 Mansi, i. 1102. 
3 Athan. de Synoclis, c. 43; Opp. t. i. P. ii. p. 604, eù. Patav. 
· De Synodis, c. 45. 
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Spirit); that is to say, that the divine substance is separated 
into three parts. 
In this case Paul must have used the ,yord Ó}LOOVUWç; in 
that false sense ,vhich afterv\Tards many Arians attributed to 
the orthodox: in his mind Ój.LOOVUWç; must have signified the 
possessor of a pa'tt of the divine substance, ,vhich is not the 
natural sense of the word. Then, as Paul abused this expres- 
sion, it may be that for this reason the Synod of Antioch 
should absolutely forbid the use of the word ój.Loovuwç;. Per- 
haps Paul also maintained that the Ój.LOOVUlOÇ; answered much 
better to his doctrine than to that of the orthodox: for he 
could easily name as Ó}LOOVUlOÇ; with the Father, the divine 
virtue 'v hich came down upon the man Jesus, since according 
to him this virtue was in no ,yay distinct from the Father; 
and in this case, again, the Synod ,vould have sufficient ground 
for rej ecting this expression.! 
These explanations ,yould be ,vithout any use if the h,yo 
creeds which were fornlerly attributed to this Council of 
Antioch really proceeded from it. 2 In these creeds the word 
ÓfLOOVUlOÇ; is not only adopted, but great stress is laid upon it. 
The two creeds also have expressions evidently in1Ìtated fronl 
the Nicene Creed,-a fact ,y hich shows that they could not 
have proceeded from the Synod of Antioch. If in 269 such 
a profession of faith in the mystery of the Holy Trinity had 
been written at Antioch, the Fathers of Nicæa would have 
had much easier work to do, or rather Arianism wOlùd not 
have been possible. 
We have already said that the synodical lettei
 of the 
Council of Antioch ,vas addressed to Dionysius Bishop of 
Ronle. The Synod díd not know that this Pope died in the 
month of Decenlber 269: thus the letter ,vas given to his 


1 Cf. the dissertation by Dr. Frohschammer, "iiber die V erwerfung des 
Dp,()()ÚdID
," in the TÜbing. TILeol. Quartalscll,rift, 1850, Heft 1. 
2 One is found in a document against N estorius among tIle acts of the Council 
of Ephesus, Hard. i. 1271; ltlansi, iv. 1010. It contains a comparison between 
Paul of Samosata and N estorius. The second creed-said to be of Antioch, and 
directed against Paul of Samosata-is also found among the acts of the Synod 
of Ephesus, in ltlansi, v. 175; Hard. i. 1639; in Hahn, Bibliotll,. del" Syrnbole, 
S. 129 ff. Cf. on this point, Lumper, lIist. Theol. Crit. xiii. 723, 726, Not. 
n; 'Valch, Ketzerhist. Bd. ii. S. 119. 
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successor, Felix I., who 1 ,vrote immediately to Bishop Maximus 
and the clergy of Alexandria to define the orthodox faith of 
the Church ,vith grcater clearness against the errors of Paul 
of Samosata. 2 
Paul continued to live in the episcopal palace, notwith- 
standing his deposition, being probably supported by Zenobia; 
and he thus obliged the orthodox to appeal to the Emperor 
Aurelian after this prince had conquered Zenobia and taken 
Antioch in 272. The Emperor decided that" he should 
occupy the episcopal house at Antioch ,vho was in connection 
,vith the bishops of Italy and the see of Rome." Paul ,vas 
then obliged to leave his palace with disgrace, as Eusebius 
relates. 3 
We have up to this time spoken of tkree Synods of Antioch, 
all of them held with reference to Paul of San1osata; but a 
certain number of historians 4 will admit only two, as ,ve 
think, wrongly.:J The synodical letter of the last Council of 
Antioch says distinctly that Firmilian ,vent twice on this 
account to Antioch, and that on his third journey to be pre- 
sent at a new synod, consequently at a third, he died. 6 As 
the synodical letter is the n10st trustworthy source which can 
be quoted in this case, we ought to prefer its testimony to 
Theodoret's account, 'who mentions oilly two Synods of Antioch. 7 
As for Eusebius, whose authority has been quoted, it is true 
that he first mentions 8 only one synod, then in the following 
chapter another Synod of Antioch; but this other he does 
not call the second-he calls it the last. 'Vhat he says in 
the twenty-seventh chapter sho,vs that he united into one 
only the first and second Synods. "The bishops," he says, 
"assembled often, and at different periods." nut even if 
Eusebius had spoken of only two synods, his testin10ny ,vould 
evidently be of less value than the synodical letter. 
It is ,vith these Synods of Antioch that the councils of 
the third century terminate. The Libcllus Synodicus 9 cer- 


1 Euseb. Hist. Eëcl. vii. 30 in fin. 2 ltlansi, i. 1114. 
3 Hist. Eeel. vii. 30. 4 e.g. Lumper, l.c. p. 708, Not. x. 
5 Cf. Remi Ceillier, i.e. p. 599; anù 'N alch, Hist. der Kirclte'Jwersamml. S. 113. 
6 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. vii. 30. 7 Hæret. fabulæ, lib. ii. c. 8. 
8 Lib. vii. 28. 9 In Hard. v. 1498 ; 
Iansi, i. 1128. 
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tainly mentions anotheI synod held in 
fesopotamia; but it 
,vas only a religious conference between Archelaus Bishop of 
Carchara (or, n10re correctly, Caschara) in 
fesopotamia, and 
the heretic l\Ianes. 1 As for the pretended Eastern Synod in 
the year 300, in which the patriarchs of Rome, of Constanti- 
nople (an evident anachronism), of Antioch, and ùf Alexandria, 
are said to have granted to the Bishop of Seleucia the dignity 
of patriarch of the ,vhole of Persia, it is a pure invention. 2 
1 The acts of this discussion have been given by Zacagni in his Collectanea 
J'Jlonumentorum Veteris Ecclesiæ
' they are found in :Mansi, i. 1129-1226. A 
fragment of this discussion is also found in the Sixth Catechesis of S. Cyril of 
Jersualem; :Mansi, l.c. p. 1226. On the authenticity of these acts, cf. 1\1osheim, 
Commentar. de rebus ClLristianorum ante Constant. N. p. 729. 
t 1\Iansi, i. 124.5. 



.CIIAPTER III. 


THE SYNODS OF THE FIRST T'VENTY YEARS OF THE FOUTI.TH 
CENTURY. 


SEC. 10. P1
etended Synod of Sinuessa (303). 


I F the document which tells us of a Synod of Sinuessa 
(situated bet-ween Ronle and Capua) could have any 
pretension to authenticity,l this Synod 11lust have taken place 
about the beginning of the fourth century, in a 03. It says: 
The Emperor Diocletian had pressed J\Iarcellinus Bishop of 
H011le to sacrifice to the gods. At first stedfast, the bishop 
had finally allowed himself to be dragged into the temple 
of Vesta and of Isis, and there offered incense to the idols. 
He was followed by three priests and t,vo deacons, 'v ho 
fled the moment he entered the temple, and spread the re- 
port that they had seen 
larceninus sacrificing to the gods. 
A Synod assembled, and Marcellinus denied the fact. The 
inquiry was continued in a crypt near Sinuessa, on account 
of the persecution. There ,vere asselnbled many priests, no 
fewer than three hundred bishops; a nunlber quite iInpossible 
for that country, and in a time of persecution. They first 
of all condemned the three priests and the t,vo deacons for 
having abandoned their bishop. As for the latter, although 
sixty-two witnesses had s,vorn against hinl, the Synod ,vould 
not pronounce judgment: it simply denlanded that he should 
confess his fault, and judge hin1self; or, if he ,vas not guilty, 
that he should pronounce his o,vn acquittal. On the nlorrow 
fresh witness arose against Marcellinus. He denied again. 
The third day the three hundred bishops assembled, once 
more condemned the three priests and the two deacons, called 
up the witnesses again, and charged 
1arcellinus in God's 
1 Inserted in Mansi, Coll
ct. Concü. i. 1250 sq. ; Hard. Coll. i. 217 sC].q. 
121 
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name to speak the truth. He then thre"w hÌInself on the 
ground, and covering his head ,vith ashes, loudly and re- 
peatedly acknowledged his sin, adding that he had allo,ved 
himself to be bribed by gold. The bishops, in pronouncing 
judgment, formally added: 1iarcellinus has condemned him- 
self, for the occupant of the highest see cannot be judged by 
anyone (prima scdes non judicatur a quoqllan
). The conse- 
quence of this Synod was, that Diocletian caused many bishops 
who were present at it to be put to death, even Pope Mar- 
cellinus himself, on the 23d of August 303. 
This account is so filled with improbabilities and evidently 
false dates, that in modern times Roman Catholics and Pro- 
testants have unanimously rejected the authenticity of it. 
Before that, some Roman Catholics ,vere not un,villing to 
appeal to this document, on account of the proposition, prima 
sedes non i
tcliccdur a q'ltoq'llam. The Roman breviary itself has 
adlnitted the account of 1farcellinus' ,veakness, and of the 
sacrifice offered by him. l But it is beyond all doubt that this 
document is an amplification of the falsehood spread by the 
Donatists about the year 40 O. They maintain that during 
Diocletian's persecution 
farcellinus had delivered up the Holy 
Scriptures, and sacrificed to the idols,-a falsehood which 
Augustine and Theodoret had already refuted. 2 


SEC. 11. Synod oj Cirta (305). 
If the Donatists have invented the Synod of Sinuessa, 
,,"hich never took place, they have, on the other hand, con- 
tested the existence of a Council ,vhicb. ,vas certainly held in 
305 at Cirta in Numidia. This Synod took place on the 
occasion of the installation of a ne,v bishop of this to,vn. 3 


1 Nocturn. ii. 26th Al)riI. 
2 Augustine, De unico Baptisrno cont'ra Petilianmrl, c. 16; Theodoret, IIist. 
Eecl. lib. i. c. 2. Details respecting the spuriousness of this document, and 
upon this whole question, are to be found in Pagi, Crit. in Annales Ba'1"onii, 
ad ann. 302, n. 18; Papebroch, in the Aeta Banet. in P'j'opyl. :A/ag. vol. viii. ; 
Natal. Alex. llist. Eccl. sæc. iii. diss. xx. vol. iv. p. 135, ed. Veneto 1778 ; 
Rcmi Ceillier, Hist. des auteurs Bacrés, t. iii. p. 681. See, for Protestant 
authors, Bower, Oesch. d. Papste, Bù. i. S. 68 fr.; 'Vale1l, lIist.. d. Papste, S. 
68 ff. ; Hist. der Ki1'cllenvers. S. 126. 
· Kow Constantine. 
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Secundus Bishop of Tigisium, the oldest of the eleven bishops 
present, presided over the assembly. A short time before, 
an edict of Diocletian had enacted that the sacred writings 
should be given up; and a multitude of Clu'istians, and even 
bishops, had proved weak, and had obeyed the edict. Most of 
the bishops present at Cirta were accused of this fall; so that 
the president could say to almost all of them, when question- 
ing them according to their rank, IJicitur te tradidisse. They 
ackno,vledged themselves to be guilty, adding, one that God 
had preserved him from sacrificing to the idols (which would 
have been doubtless a much greater fall); another, that in- 
stead of the sacred books he had given up books of nledicine; 
a third, that he had been forced by violence, and so forth. 
All implored grace and pardon. The president then demanded 
of Purpurius Bishop of Limata, if it was true that he had 
killed two of his nephe,vs. The latter answered, "Do you 
think you can terrify me like the others 1 'Vhat did you do 
then yourself, when the curator commanded you to give up 
the Holy Scriptures 1" This was to reproach him with the 
crime for 'v hich he was prosecuting the others; and the pre- 
sident's own nephew, Secundus the younger, addressed his. 
uncle in these words: "Do you hear what he says of you 1 
He is ready to leave the Synod, and to create a schislll: he 
will have with him all those whom you wish to- punish, and 
(kno'w that they have reasons for condemning you." The 
?resident asked counsel from some of the bishops: they per- 
;uaded him to decide that "each one should render an accolmt 
.0 God of his conduct in this matter (whether he had given 
Ip the Holy Scriptures or not)." All were of the same opinion, 
,nd shouted, Deo gratias ! 
This is what is told us in the fragment of the synodical 
cts preserved by S. Augustine in the third book of his work 
gainst the Donatist Cresconius. 1 We also learn from this 

agment, that the Synod was held in a private house belong- 
19 to Urbanus Donatus, during the eighth consulate of Dio- 
letian and the seventh of Maxinúan, that is to say, in 303. 
'ptatus of l\fileve,2 on the other hand, gives to this Donatus 
le surname of Carisius, and tells. us that they chose a private 

 Contr.a Crese. c. 27. :I Hist. Donatist. lib. i. 
I 
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house because the churches of the tow.n had not yet òeen 
restored since the persecution. As for the chronological 
question, S. Augustine says in another place, that the copy of 
the synodical acts, which was carefully examined on occasion 
of the religious conference of Carthage ,vith the Donatists, 
,vas thus dated: post consulatum ]]ioclctiani novies et It.faxi- 
miani oeties, tertio nonas ltfa1
tis,1 that is to say, :ßlarch 5, 305. 
That is, in fact, the exact date, as Valesius has proved in 
his notes upon the eighth book of the History of the Church 
by Eusebius, chw 2. Natalis Alexander has also written a 
special dissertation upon this subject in his History of the 
C/Lurch. 2 
When the affair respecting the bishops ,vho had yielded up 
the Holy Scriptures had been decided, they proceeded to the 
election of the ne'v Bishop of Cirta. The bishop$ non1inated 
the deacon Silvanus, although, as is proved by a fragment of 
the acts preserved by S. Augustine, 3 he had delivered up the 
sacred books in 303, together ,vith his bishop Paul. This 
Silvanus and some others among the bishops assembled at 
Cirta, after baving been so indulgent to,vards themselves; 
afterwards became the chiefs of the rigorous and exagg3rated 
party of the Donatists, '\vho saw tradit01
es every,vhere, ever 
'v here there '\vere none. 


SEC. 12. Synod of Alexanclria (306). 
. Almost at the same period, perhaps a year later,.a synoe 
,vas held at Alexandria, under the presidency of Peter, the: 
archbishop of that place. The Bishop of Lycopolis, Meletiw 
author of the 
ieletian schism, ,vas, as S. Athanasius tells u 
deposed by this Synod for different offences; and among other 


1 Augustine, B1 4 eviculus collationis c. Donatistis,' collat. did Illtiæ, c. 1 
D. 32, viii. 643, ed. :Migne. 
2 Hist. Eccles. sæc. iv. diss. ii. 340, ed. Venet. 1778. 
3 Oont1 4 a Ores. lib. iii. c. 29. Baronius, ad ann. 303, D. 6, concludes fre 
this fragment that the Synod of Cirta first elected Paul as bishop of that pla< 
Baronius had, in fact, remarked that Patù had yielded up the Holy Scriptm 
in 303, being then Bishop of Cirta. But he is mistaken in supposing that tJ 
Synod had taken place in the spring of 303. 1'he passage from the dOCUll1( 
preserved by Augustine, contra Crescon. iii. 29, ought to have proved to II 
that Paul was already Bishop of Cirta when the persecution began, consequell 
before the assembling of the Synod. 
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for having sacrificed to idols. 1 These last words show that 
this Synod took place after the outbreak of Diocletian's per- 
secution, consequently after 303. S. Athanasius further adds, 
in his Epistola ad episcopos: "The Meletians ,vere declared 
schismatics more than fifty-five years ago." This letter having 
been wTitten in 356 or in 361, the latter date .would give 
the year 306 as that of the Synod; and this is the date which 
,ve adopt. For on the other hypothesis (reckoning from the 
year 356) we should be brought to 301, ,vhen the persecu- 
tion of Diocletian had not begun. 2 
To the beginning of the fourth century belongs the 
SEC. 13. Synod of Elvira (305 or 306). 
This Synod has been, more than any other, an occasion for 
many learned researches and controversies. The principal 
work on the subject is that by the Spaniard Ferdinand de 
l\fendoza, in 1593; it comprises three books, the title of which 
is, de confirmando concilio Illiberitano ad Clementem VIII. 3 The 
best text of the acts of this Council is found in the Collectio 
canOn'll/ln Ecclesiæ Hispanæ, by Franc. Ant. Gonzalez, librarian 
(l\Iadrid 1808, in folio). It was compiled from nine ancient 
Spanish manuscripts. Bruns has reproduced it in his Biblioth. 
eccles. 4 
Pliny the elder speaks of tw.o to,vns named Illiberis: the 
one in Gallia Narbonensis, ,vhich is no'\v called Collioure, in 
Roussillon (now French); the other in the south of Spain, in 
the province Bætica, now Andalusia. 5 As it is a Spanish 
council, there can be no question but that it was the latter 
to,vn, as llliberis in Narbonne had been demolished long 
before the time of Constantine the Great. Mendoza relates, 
that in his day the remains of walls bearing the name of 
Elbira might still be seen on a mountain not far from Granada 
 
and the gate of Granada, situated in this direction, is called 
the gate of Elbira. 6 There is also another Eliberis, but it 


1 Athanas. Apolog. cont. .A.rian. c. 59, vol. i. P. i. p. 140, ed. Patav. 
2 Upon this question of chronology, and l1pon the l\Ieletian schism, cf. a dis. 
sertation by Dr. . Hefele in the Kirchenlexicon of 'Vetzer and "\Velte, Ed. vii. 
S. 38. Dom Ceillier adopts the year 301, Hist., etc., iii. 678. 
3 1\Iansi, Collect. Cone. ii. 57-397. 4 VoL i. P. ii. p. 1 sq. 
5 Plin. Hist. Nat. lib. iii. c. 1, 4. 6 :Mendoza in 
Iansi, p. 58. 
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dates only fronl the conquest of the Goths. Illibèrris, with 
a double l and a double r, is the true one, according to 

Iendoza.l 
The synodical acts, whose genuineness could be doubted 
only by hypercriticism,2 mention nineteen bishops as present 
at the Council. According to a Codex Pithöanus of its acts, 
their number must have reached forty-three. The nineteen 
are: Felix of Acci (Cadiz), who, probably as being the eldest, 
,vas nominated president of the Synod; Hosius 3 of Corduba, 
afterwards so famous in the .Arian controversy as Bishop 
of Cordova; Sabinus of Hispalis (Seville), Camerismus of 
Tucci, Sinaginis of Epagra (or Bigerra), Secundinus of Castulo, 
Pardus of 
ientesa, Flavian of Eliberis, Cantonius of Urci, 
Liberius of Emerita, Valerius of Cæsaraugusta (Saragossa), 
Decentius of Legio (Leon), Melantius of Toledo, J anuarius of 
Fibularia (perhaps Salaria in Hispania Tarraconensis), Vincent 
of Ossonoba, Quintianus of Elbora, Successus of Eliocroca, 
Eutychian of Easti (Baza), and Patricius of Malacca. There 
,vere therefore bishops from the n10st different parts of Spain; 
so that ,ve may consider this assembly as a synod representing 
the whole of Spain. The acts also nlention twenty-four 
priests, and say that they ,vere seated at the Synod like the 
bishops, whilst the deacons and the laity stood up. The 
decrees proceeded only from the bishops; for the synodical 
acts always employed this formula: EPISCOPI universi dixe'1'unt. 
1. As for the date of this Synod, the acts tell us that it ,vas 
celebrated, which Tüeans opened, at the Ides of 1J:ay; that 
is, on the 15th May. The inscriptions on the acts also give 
the following particulars: Constantii temporibus editum, eodem 
tempore quo et Nicæna synodus habita est. Some of the acts 
add: era 362. 4 
Of course it refers to the Spanish era, which began to be 
used in Spain in the fifth century: it counted from the 


1 1Iendoza in Mansi, pp. 58, 59. 
2 Doubts have been raised, especially by Berardi (Gradiani Canones genuini 
ab apocrypMs discreti, etc., i. 24, ed. Taurin. 1752) and by l\Iarcellin Mol- 
kenbuhr (Diss. critica de concil. Trullano Eliberitano, c. Monast. 1791). cr. 
Katlwlik, 1819, Bd. ii. S. 419. 
3 Or Osius. 
4 Bibliotlteca Eccles. ed. Bruns, vol. i. P. ii. pp. 1, 2; 
Iansi, Collect. conc. ii. 1. 
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thirty..eighth year before Christ, so that the year 362 of the 
Spanish era corresponds to 324 of our reckoning. 1 This date 
of 324 ans.wers to that of the Council of Nicæa (325), also 
mentioned in the inscription on the synodical acts; but the 
tC1np01 1 e Constantii does not agree with it, at least unless ,ve 
should read Constantini. But there are very strong objections 
against this chronological reading. 
a. 1Iost of the ancient manuscripts of these synodical acts 
do not bear any date: one would therefore be led to conclude 
that this had been added at a later time. 2 
b. Bishop Hosius of Corduba, nanIed among the bishops 
present at the Synod, ,vas not in Spain in 324: he passed 
the ,vhole of that year either at the En1peror's court (in Nico- 
media) or at Alexandria. Constantine the Great, ,vith ,vhonl 
he ,vas,3 after the defeat of Licinius, consequently in the 
autunln of 323 or in the spring of 324, sent him to that 
place in order to try to settle the Ârian strife. Hosius not 
being able to succeed in his mission, returned to the Emperor 
as counsellor on ecclesiastical matters, and immediately after- 
,vards he took part in the first CEcunlenical Council of Nicæa, 
in 325. 4 
c. A long time previous to 323 and 324 Hosius had left 
Spain, and he generally resided with the Emperor. It is 
known fj that after the close of the Council of ArIes, in 314, 
the Donatists appealed fronl the judgment of the Council to 
the Emperor Constantine the Great. The sentence given by the 
Emperor in 316 having been against them, they spread the 
report that it ,vas Hosius of Cordova who had influenced the 
Emperor in his judgment. Augustine, in relating this fact, 
adds that Hosius had, on the contrary, suggested to the Emperor 
lllore moderate measures than the Donatists deserved. 6 Hosius 
was then at the inlperial court, at the latest, in 316: a decree 


1 Cf. the article Æra, by Dr. Hefele, Kircltenlex. of 'Vetzer u. Welte, Ed. i. 
8..115. 
2 Cf. Mendoza in :l\1ansi, l.c. 66, 73 ; and Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccles. sæc. iii. 
ùiss. 21, art. i. p. 136, vol. iv. ed. Venet. 1778. 
3 Sozom. Hisl. Eccles. i. 16, and Euseb. Vita Const. ii. 63. 
4 Cf. TÜbin[J. Quartalscltrift, 1851, S. 221 sq. 
fI Cf. in the Kirclienlex. Dr. Hefele's article on the Donatists, Bd. iii. S. 257. 
& ",\, 'lg. cont1'a Pa1"lnenian. lib. i. c. 8, ix. 43, ed. l\Iiglle. 
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,vhich Constantine addressed to Cecilian Bishop of Carthage 
in 313, and in ,vhich he nlentions Rosius, would even lead us 
to conclude that the Spanish bishop ,vas with Constantine 
in 313. 1 
d. We must also notice, that the purport of several canons 
of Elvira cannot agree with this date of 324. . 
Ca.) Several of these canons appear, indeed, to have been 
compiled during or soon after a violent persecution, in which 
several Christians had apostatized. "\Ve say d'llring, or soon 
after; but it is more likely that it was soon after: for during 
a persecution, bishops from the most distant provinces of 
Spain, fronl the north and the south, could hardly assemble 
in the same place. N o,v the last persecution of the Spanish 
Christians by the Emperors was that of Diocletian and of 
l\1axnnianus Rerculeus, from 303 to 305. 
Cß.) The decisions of Elvira about the lapsi are much more 
rigorous than those of Nicæa: thus the first canon of Elvira 
forbids that the holy communion should be administered to the 
lapsi, even in articulo 11'WTtis. This severity evidently indicates 
a date prior to that of the Synod of Nicæa. Such severity 
during a persecution, or immediately after, could be explained, 
but not so t,venty years later. 
2. It "Tas indeed this severity of the canons of Elvira with 
regard to the lapsi which suggested to the oratorian J\10rinus 
the hypothesis ,vhich he propounds in his book de Pænitentia,2 
vÌz. that the Synod of Elvira must have assenlbled before the 
origin of the Novatian schism, about 250; otherwise the 
Fathers of Elvira, by their first canon, must have taken the 
side of the N ovatians. But the severity of the N ovatians is 
very different from that of the Synod of Elvira. The N ova- 
tians pretended that the Church had not the right to admit to 
the comnlunion a Christian ,vho had apostatized: the Fathers 
of Elvira acknowledged this right; they wished only that in 
certain cases, for reasons of discipline, she should suspend the 
exercise of this right, and delay the admission, non despera- 
tione 'l:cniæ, sed rigore disciplinæ. 3 'Ve must add, that about 


1 In Niceph. Hist. Eccles. vii. 42, quoted by :Mendoza, l.c. p. 68. 
2 Lib. ix. c. 19. 
I Nat. Alex. l.c. Propos. ii. 13i, 145, nota; and J'rIigne, Dictionnai1 o e, i. 813. 
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2;; 0 Rosins and the other bishops present at the Council of 
Elvira ,vere not yet born, or at any rate they,vere not among 
the clergy. 
3. The hypothesis of the 1\Iagdeburg Centuriators, ,vhich 
places the Synod of Elvira in the year 700, is still more 
unfortunate. To give such dates, is to make Hosius and his 
colleagues of Elvira into true l\lethuselahs of the new cove- 
nant. 
4. Following the Fasti of Onuphrius,- Hardouin has adopted 
the date 313, giving especially as his reason, that the canons 
of the Council of ArIes in 314 have much in common ,vith 
those of Elvira. But this is extremely feeble reasoning; for 
they might easily profit by the canons of Elvira at ArIes, even 
if they ,vere franled ten or twenty years previously. Besides, 
Hosius, as we have seen above, appears to have left his native 
country, Spain, in 313. 1 
5. Baluze has propounded another theory. At the Council 
of Sardica (eleventh canon in Greek, fourteenth canon in 
Latin), Hosius proposed a la,v (on the subject of the Sunday 
festival), which had been before proposed in a former council 
(superi01
e concilio). This is an allusion to the t,venty-first 
canon of the Council of Elvira. Baluze remarks, that since 
Hosius calls the Council of Elvira s'llpe1
ius concilium, this 
Coullcil nlust have taken place before the Council of Nicæa, 
which, ,vith Hosins, ,vhen the Council of Sardica was held, 
was only the concilÙl1n postrC1num. The reasoning of Baluze 
can be maintained up to this point; but after,vards, from 
sonle other indications, he wishes to conclude that the Synod 
of Elvira took place after those of Ancyra and of N eo- 
cæsarea ; consequently bebveen 314 and 325. 2 This latter 
part of his proof is very feeble; and besides, he has en- 
tirely forgotten that Hosius ,vas not in Spain bet-ween 314 
and 325. 
6. :ßlansi thinks that the Synod of Elvira took place in 
309. It is said in the acts, he renlar ks, that the Council 
was held in the Ides of l\lay. K o'v in 309 these Ides fell on 
a Sunday; and at this period they began to hold synods on a 


1 cr. the note by Balnze in Mansi, l.c. p. 1, not. 2. 
2 Mansi, l. c. p. 3, note. 
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Sunday, as the example of Nicæa shows. l This last observa- 
tion is not exact. The Council of Nicæa requires, in the 
fifth canon, that two synods should be celebrated annually,- 
one during Lent, the other in the autumn; but there is no- 
,vhere any mention of Sunday. The apostolic canons, No. 36 
(38), give the same meaning: " The first synod shall be held 
in the fourth week after Pentecost; the second on the 12th 
of the month Hyperberataios." Here also, then, there is no 
mention of Sunday; the 12th of the month Hyperberataios 
might fall upon any day of the week. In the statutes of the 
Synod of Àntioch in 341, Sunday is not prescribed more than 
any other day. 
7. The calculation of Mendoza, of N atalis Alexander, of 
Tillemont, of d'Aguirre, of Rémi Ceillier, etc.,2 appears to us 
more defensible: they all proceed upon the fact that Valerius 
Bishop of Saragossa, who, we know from the acts, was present 
at the S
ynod, was persecuted in 304, ,vith his deacon Vincent, 
by the Roman prætor Dacian. The deacon was put to death, 
and Valerius exiled;3 afterwards he also was martyred, if ,ve 
may believe an ancient tradition. They concluded from this, 
that the Council of Elvira could not have taken place before 
304, that is to say, before the arrest of Bishop Valerius; and 
they only disagreed upon the point whether the Council took 
place at the commencenlent of the year 300 or 301: d'Aguirre 
even mentions the commencement of 303. The difficulty is, 
that they place the Council of Elvira before the outbreak of 
1 Cf. 
Iansi, note upon Alex:. Nat. Rist. Eccles. l.c. p. 139, and his Coll. 
Ooncil. ii. 22. 
2 :Mendoza in 
Iansi, Ooll. Ooncil. ii. 69, 73; N at. Alex. Hist. Eccles. sec. iii. 
diss. 21, p. 138, ed. Veneto 1778; Tillemont, .Jfémoires, etc., vol. vii. in the 
article Osius, pp. 137, 333, ed.. Brnx. 1732 ; Aguirr. Concil. Hispan. i. 240 sq., 
ii. 1 ; Ceillier, Hist. des auteurs sacrés, iii. 657. See above, p. 132. 
3 See the Acta S. Vincentii, in Ruinal't, ed. Galura, ii. 343. "\Ve might bE 
surprised that there should be executions of Christians in Spain at this time, 
since this province formed part of the empire of Cæsar Constantins. But al. 
though Constantius was personally favourable to the Christians, he was obliged 
to conform to the Emperor's commands, as he was only the second personage ir 
the empire. Besides, he did not reside in Spain, but in Gaul; and it was onI) 
in Gaul, says Eusebius, that the Christians were spared, whilst in Spain anè 
in Britain the subordinate governors ordered the persecutions. Cf. Tillemont, 
.lIIémoires, etc., vol. v., Persecution of Diocletian, art. xxi. and not. xxii. pp. 
25, 26, ed. Brux. 1732. 
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the persecution; whilst, as has been said before, several of the 
canons were evidently written just after a persecution, and 
consequently could not have been promulgated between 300 
and 304. 
8. The opinion, then, 'which appears to us the most probable 
on this question, is the following: In 1\fay 305 Diocletian and 

faximianus Herculeus had abdicated; and Constantius, cele- 
brated for his benevolence towards the Christians, became 
sovereign ruler of Spain. The persecution, therefore, having 
ceased, the Spanish bishops could assemble at Elvira to deli- 
berate, first, respecting the treatnlent of the lapsi, which 
was the chief subject of the canons which they formed, and 
also to seek for means against the invasion of moral cor- 
ruption. 
But it will be said, Was not Valerius of Saragossa dead in 
305 1 I do not think so. To prove it, Remi Ceillier 1 appeals 
to Prudentius; but the latter does not say a word of the mar- 
t
yrdom of Valerius, either in his poem upon all the martyrs 
of Saragossa in general, or in his poem upon Vincent in par- 
ticular. If Valerius had really been martyred, he would cer- 
tainly not have failed to say SO.2 Then, if Valerius was living 
at the time of the abdication of Diocletian and Maximian, he 
,vas undoubtedly recalled from exile by Constantius; and he 
could thus take part in the Synod of Elvira, which we there- 
fore place in the autumn of 305, or in 306. Baronius,3 
Binius in Mansi,4 and others, accept 305, but on other grounds 
than ours, whilst Pagi Õ leaves the question undecided. The 


1 l.c. p. 657, not. f. 
2 Prudent. Clemens, Peristeph. iv. passio.xviii. Martyrum Oæsaraugust., says, 
v. 77, p. 220, ed. Obbarii: 
" Jnde, Vincenti, tua palma nata est, 
Clerus hic tantum peperit triumphum ; 
Hic sacerdotum domus infulata Valeriorum ;" 
i. e. "The clergy of Saragossa, the house of the V alerians (i. e. the followers of 
the Bishop Valerius), were so stedfast, that they carried off this victory." But 
this does not prove that Valerius himself was executed. He participated in the 
triumph by his exile. What :Mendoza brings forward elsewhere in proof of the. 
martyrdom of Bishop Valerius, is taken from much later references and tradi. 
tions, and therefore. cannot be atldnced as proof. 
3 Ad ann. 305, 39 Eq. ' Yo!. ii. p. 27. 
II Ad ann. 305, n. 5. 
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eighty-one canons of the Synod of Elvira are the foHo\v- 
Ing :- 


CAN. 1. ])e his qui post baptis'ììt
t7n iclolis Í1ìt1nolave- 
runt. 
Placuit inter nos: Qui post :fidelll baptisnli salutaris adulta 
ætate ad templum idoli idololaturus accesserit et fecerit, quod 
est crÍlnen capitale, quia est sunlmi sceleris, placuit nee in 
finem eum COffilTIUnionem accipere. 
"If an adult \vho has been baptized has entered an idol's 
tenlple, and bas conln1Îtted a CalJital crin1e, he cannot be 
received into conlnlunion, even at the end of his life." 
Several interpreters of this canon, among others Dr. IIerbst, 
who has explained the canons of Elvira in the Tübinger Quar- 
talschrijt,1 have erroneously thought that ,ve lllUSt understand 
here by cO'ìnm
tnio, not eucharistic comnlunion, but only conl- 
mlmion witÞ. the Church, or sacramental absolution. This is 
a mistake: the word c01nntunio does not mean only communion 
,vith the Church, but sacramental communion as well. If any 
one is excluded from the Church, and if they cannot receive 
sacramental absolution, neither can they receive the holy 
Eucharist. 


CAN. 2. ])e sace1'clotibus gcntilÙtm qui post ba.ptis1n1l11t Í1nl1tO- 
laverunt. 
Flamines, qui post fide 111 lavacri et regenerationis sacrifica- 
verunt, eo quod geminaverint scelera accedente honlicidio, vel 
triplicaverint facinus cohærente mæchia, placuit eos nee in 
finem accipere communionem. 


CAN. 3. De eisclem si idolis munus tant
t1n dedcr
tnt. 
Item flamines qui non immolaverint, sed munus tantum 
dederint, eo quod se a funestis abstinuerint sacrificüs, placuit 
in finem eis præstare conlmunionem, acta tanlen legitim a 
pænitentia. Item ipsi si post pænitentialll fuerint mæchati, 


1 See :Mendoza, and the Bishop of Orleans, Gabriel de l' Aubespine. This 
fragment is íJund in Mansi, ii. 35-55, 110-396. Herbst's explanations have 
been analysed and criticiscd in the dissertation by Binterim upon the Synod of 
Elvira, "in the Katltolik of 1821, Ü. 417-444. 
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placuit uIterius bis non esse dandam cOlnlnunionem ne lusisse 
de donlÏnica comulunione videantur. 


CAN. 4. De eisclcrn si catechumeni aclhuc irnmolant quando 
baptizcnt
tr. 
Item flamines si fuerint catecbumeni et se a sacrificiis 
lbstinuerint, post triennü tempora placuit ad baptismum ad- 
nitti deb ere. 
The office of a flal1wn in the provinces of the Roman Empire 
;onsisted either in offering sacrifices to the gods, or in pre- 
)aring the public games. It was hereditary in lllany families; 
lnd as it entailed many expenses, he who ,vas legally bound 
iO fill it could not give it up, even if he became a Chris- 
iian, as is proved by the Code of Justinian, and S. Jerome's 
;vork De Vita Hilarionis. 1 It follo\ved from this, that the 
nembers of these families of flamines kept their office even 
vhen they were catechumens or had been baptized; but they 
Tied to give up the duties ,vhich it imposed, especially the 
acrifices. They consented still to continue to prepare the 
)ublic games. In the time of a persecution, the people gene- 
ally wished to oblige them to offer sacrifices also. This Synod 
.ecided on what rnust be done \vith these flamines in the 
.ifferent cases which might arise. 
a. If they had been baptized, and if they had consented 
o fulfil all their duties, they had by that act alone (a) sacri- 
ced to idols; (ß) they had taken part in murders, by pre- 
aring for the games (in the games of gladiators), and in acts 
f immorality (in the obscene acts of certain plays).2 Their 
in was therefore double and triple. Then they must be 

fused the communion as long as they lived. 
b. If they had been baptized, but if, ,vithout sacrificing, 
ley had only given the games, they might be received into 
ommunion at the close of their life, provided that they should 
1 Cf. Aubespine's notes in :l\Iansi, l.c. p. 36. 
2 The 30th, 31st, and 72d canons prove, that with the Fathers of Elvira 
æchia signified immorality in general, l'ather than adultery properly so called. 
Iso adulterare in the title of the 13th canon is not adultery in specie, but 
>bauchery in general, with this difference, that the sin of a virgin consecrated 
I God might be called adultery towards God, to whom she had been c
nse. 
ated, and to whom she had been wanting in fidelity. 
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have first submitted to a suitable penance. But if, after hav.. 
ing bc.gun to do penance (that is the sense, and not after the 
accomplishment of the penance), they should again be led into 
any act of immorality (that is to say, if as flamines they should 
allow themselves to organize obscene plays), they should never 
more receive the communion. 
c. If a flam en was only a catechumen, and if, without sacri- 
ficing, he had fulfilled his duties (perhaps also given the games), 
he might be baptized after three years of tria1.!" 


CAN. 5. Si domina per zelum ancillam occidc1'it. 
Si qua fæmina furore zeli accensa flagris verberaverit ancil- 
la
 suam, ita ut intra tertiunl diem animam cum cruciatu 
effundat, eo quod incertum sit voluntate an casu occiderit; si 
voluntate, post septem annas, si casu, post quinquennii tem- 
pora, acta legitima pænitentia, ad communionem placuit ad- 
mitti; quod si intra temp ora constituta fuerint infirmata, 
accipiat conlmunionem. 
If, in anger, a 'YOnlan should stl
ike her servant, so that 
the latter should die at the end of three days, the guilty 
woman shall undergo a seven years' penance if she struck so 
violently on purpose, and a five years' penance if she did not 
do so on purpose to kill: she shall not be received into com- 
munion till after this delay. If she should .fall ill during 
the time of her penance, she may receive the communion. 
This canon ,vas inserted in the Corpus iaris can. 2 


CAN. 6. Si quicunque per 'lnaleficÙl1n hominem interfecerit. 
Si quis vero maleficio interficiat alterum, eo quod sine idolo- 
latria perficere scelus non potuit, nee in finem impertiendalTI 
illi esse communionem. 
By maleficio is here to be understood the deceits of magic 
or sorcery, which they considered necessarily connected ,vith 
idolatry. . 
The following canon needs no explanation. 


CAN. 7. De pænitentibus mæc7
iæ si rurS
lS mæc7
a'L'erint. 
Si quis forte fidelis post lapsunl nlæchiæ, post telllpora con. 
1 cr. canon 55. 
 C. 43, dist. 1. 
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stituta, acta pænitentia, denuo fuerit fornicatus, placuit nee in 
finem habere eum communionem. 


CAN. 8. De fæ1ninis quæ tpelictis viris suis aliis nubunt. 
Item fæminæ, quæ nulla præcedente causa reliquerint viros 
suos et alteris se copulaverint, nee in finem accipiant com- 
munlonem. 
Some interpreters have thought that the question here ,vas 
that only of a Christian ,yoman leaving her husband, still a 
pagan, without any reason; for under no pretext could she 
leave a Christian husband to marry another. But the follow- 
ing canon proves conclusively that the eighth canon speaks of 
a Christian couple. If it adds witlwut reason,! that does not 
ll1ean that there exist any cases in ,vhich a woman could leave 
her husband to marry another: the canon decrees only a more 
severe punishn1ent if she should abandon her husband ,vithout 
reason; whilst the follo\ving canon prescribes what punish- 
ment to inflict in case she should leave her husband not 
entirely without a cause (if, for example, the husband is an 
adulterer). 
The ninth canon, which has also been inserted in the Corpus 
j
Lris canon,2 is thus worded:- 


CAN. 9. De færninis quæ adultetros maritos relÙul
lunt et aliis 
nubunt. 
Item fæn1ina fidelis, quæ adulterum maritum reliquerit 
fidelem et alterum ducit, prohibeatur ne ducat; si duxerit, non 
prius accipiat communionem, nisi quem reliquit de sæculo 
exierit, nisi forsitan necessitas infirmitatis dare compulerit. 


The following canons are much more difficult to explain. 


CAN. 10. ])e relicta catechumeni si alteru'Jn d'llxerit. 
Si ea quam catechumenus relinquit duxerit maritum, potest 
ad font em lavacri admitti: hoc et circa fæminas catechumenas 
erit observandum. Quodsi fuerit fidelis quæ ducitur ab eo 


. 1 Binterim thinks (l. c. p. 425) t11at sine causa means, U without the previous 
Judgment of the bishop." 
2 C. 8, causa xxxii. q. 7. 
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qui uxorem inculpatam relinquit, et quum scierit ilium habere 
uxorem, quanl sine causa reliquit, placuit in finem hUjUSIllOdi 
dari communionem. 


CAN. 11. De catcch
lmena si graviter ægrota'i:erit. 
Intra quinquennii autem tempora catechunlena si graviter 
fuerit infirmata, dandurrl ei baptismum placuit non denegari. 
These two canons are difficult to explain, because the section 
bet\veen the t\VO does not occupy its proper place. They treat 
of t\VO quite different cases, and each of these cases is sub- 
divided into two others. 
1. a. If a catechumen, without any cause, should leave his 
\vife, \vho has not yet been baptized, and if the latter ShOlÙd 
marry another husband, she may be baptized. 
b. In the same \vay, if a female catechumen should, 'with- 
out reason, leave her husband, still unbaptized, and he 
should marry again, he may be baptized. 
Such is the first case. It supposes that the party who i
 
left \vithout cause is not baptized. Here the tenth canor 
should stop. \Vhat follows treats of another question, viz 
if the party who has unlawfully left the other can be marriec 
again. The canon does not mention whether the party to bE 
married is baptized, or only a catechulnen, and it establishe: 
the following :- 
2. a. If a Christian woman marries a man \vhom she know 
to have illegally div
rced his \vife, she may communi cat 
only on her deathbed. Âs a Christian, she ought to hay 
kno\vn that, according to S. Paul,! a Christian (and the cate 
chumen is here considered as such) cannot put a\vay hi 
partner, though an unbeliever, if the latter \vishes to continu 
to live with him. 
b. If a female catechumen marries a Ulan \vho has illegall 
divorced his \vife, her baptisnl shall be put off five yeaI 
longer (a further period of trial), and she can be baptized befO! 
that time only in case of a serious illness. 
\Ve think we have thus clearly and accurately explaine 
the sense of these bvo canons, \vhich have given so lUlie 
trouble to commentators. 


1 1 Cor vü. 12. 
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CAN. 12. De m'lllie1
ibus quæ lenocinÍ1l11t fecerinl. 

Iater vel parens vel quælibet fidelis, si lenocinium exer- 
cuerit, eo quod alienum vendiderit corpus vel potius suum, 
placuit eam nee in finenl accipere communionem. 
We might have remarked on the t,vo preceding canons, that 
their titles are not quite adapted to their contents. It is the 
same ,vith this one. It threatens ,yith perpetual excomlnuni- 
cation those fathers and mothers ,vho should giye up their 
children to prostitution, as ,veIl as all those ,vho follo,v this 
shameful trade. The ,vords vel potius S'llUl1t corpus, etc., ho,v- 
ever, evidently apply only to the parents of the young prosti- 
tute: in fact, they sell their o,vn flesh and blood in selling 
their daughter. 


CA
. 13. De vÍ1YJintbus Dco sacra tis si adulte1
averint. 
Virgines quæ se Deo dicaverunt, si pactum perdiderint vir- 
ginitatis atque eid81n libidini servierint, non intelligentes quid 
adn1Ïserint, placuit nee in finem eis dandam esse communionem. 
Quod si semel persuasæ aut infirmi corporis lapsu vitiatæ 
omni tempore vitæ suæ hnjnsmodi fæminæ egerint pænitentiam, 
ut abstineant se a coitu, eo quod lapsæ potius videantur, placuit 
eas in finem communionem accipere debere. 
vVhen virgins consecrated to God C,vhether nuns properly 
so called, or young girls ,vho have consecrated their youth to 
God, still remaining in their families) have committed a carnal 
sin without ackno,vledging their offence, and so continuing 
obstinately in their blindness (for it is thus that we must 
understand non intelligen.tes quid ad1niserint), they nlust remain 
permanently excommunicated; but if they should ackno,vledge 
their sin, and do perpetual penance, ,vithout falling again, they 
may receive the communion at the end of their life. This 
canon was inserted in the Corpus f'll11is can. l 


CAN. 14. De vÍ1"ginib'lls sæcularibus si mæchaverint. 
.Virgines quæ virginitatem suam non custodierint, si eosdem 
qui eas violaverint duxerint et tenuerint maritos, eo quod solas 
nuptias violaverint, post annunl sine pænitentia reconciliari 
debebunt; vel si alios cognoverint viros, eo quod mæchatæ 
1 C. 25, causa xxvii. q. 1. Cf. c. 19 of the S
rnod of Ancyra. 
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sunt, placuit per quinquennii tempora, acta legitim a pænitentia, 
adlnitti eas ad conlnlunÎoneln oportere. 
If a young girl who has taken no vo'\vs has committed a 
carnal sin, and if she marries hÏ1n ,vith ,vhom she has been 
led a,vay, she shall be reconciled at the end of one year, with- 
out being condemned to penance; that is to say, she may 
receive the communion at the end of one year, Lecause she 
has violated only the marriage law, the rights of which she 
usurped before they'were conferred upon her. 
Some manuscripts read, post pænitentiarn 
lni
lS anni recon- 
cilient'U'l"" that is to say, that one year's penance should be 
imposed upon her. The difference bet,veen this reading and 
ours is not important, for our reading also imposes on the 
guilty one minor exc01nrn
tnication for a year; that is to say, 
privation of the communion, which ,ve kno,v 'vas also a degree 
of penance, nalnely, the fourth. The canon only exenlpts her 
from the most severe degrees of excommunication, to which 
,vere attached positive ,yorks of penance. The other reading 
says nothing more. If this wonlan should marry anyone 
except him with w hon1 she had fallen, she would commit a 
sort of adultery, and ought to submit to five years of penance. 
The three follo'wing canons forbid to marry pagans, Jews, or 
heretics, and require no explanation :-- 


CAN. 15. De C011j
lgio e07'ur;L qui ex gentilitate 'Veniunt. 
Propter copiam puellarum gentilibus n1Ïninle in matri- 
monium dandæ sunt virgines Christianæ, ne ætas in fiore 
tumens in adulterium anÌnlæ resolvatur. 


CAN. 16. De p1lellis fidelibus ne infidelibus confungantur. 
Hæretici si se transferre noluerint ad Ecclesiam catholicam, 
nee ipsis catholicas dandas esse puellas; sed neque J udæis 
neque hæreticis dare placuit, eo quod nulla possit esse societa
 
fideli cum infideli: si contra interdictum fecerint parentes, 
abstineri per quinquennium placet. 
CAN. 17. De Ids qui filias suas sacc'rdotibus gcntiliurn con- 
jungunt. 
Ri qui forte sacerdotibus idolorum filias suas junxerint, 
pla
uit nee in finem iis dandam esse comulunionem. 
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CAN. 18. ])c sacerdotibus ct 11tinisl1
is si ')næc7
averint. 
Episcopi, pres by teres (!) et diacones si in ministerio positi 
detecti fuerint quod sint mæchati, placuit propter scandalunl 
et propter profanum crimen nee in finenl eos communionenl 
accipere debere. 
"\Ve must here, as in other places,! understand by mæchare, 
not only adultery in specie, but all fornication in general. 


CAN. 19. ])e clericis negotia ct ')n
tnclinas sectantibus. 
Episcopi, presby teres (!) et diacones de locis suis negotiandi 
causa non discedant, nee circumeuntes provincias quæstuosas 
nundinas sectentur: sane ad victunl sibi conquirendunl aut 
filium aut libertum aut mercenarium aut amicum aut quem- 
libet mittant, et si voluerint negotiari, intra provinciam nego- 
tientur. 
S. Cyprian,2 in his work de Lapsis, also conlplains that many 
bishops left their churches and went into foreign provinces for 
the sake of merchandise, and to give themselves up to trade. 


CAN. 2 O. De clc1
icis et laicis 
ls'ltrariis. 
Si quis clericorunl detectus fuerit usuras accipere, placuit 

um degradari et abstineri. Si quis etiam laicus accepisse 
probatur usuras, et promiserit correptus jam se cassaturum nec 
ulterius exacturum, placuit ei veniam tribui: si vero in ea 
iniquitate duravel'it, ab ecclesia esse projiciendunl. 3 f..J'2-c.f 
'Vhen \ve consider the seventeenth Nicene canon, which 
llso forbids lending nloney at interest, \ve shall speak of the 
udgment of the ancient Church on this matter. The first 
?art of our canon has been inserted by Gratian in the Oorpus 
'u1'is canon. 4 


CAN. 21. De his qui tardÙlS ad ecclesia1n acced
tnt. 
Si quis in civitate positus tres donlinicas ad ecclesiam non 
Lccesserit, pauco tempore abstineatur, ut correptus esse videatur. 
As \ve have said before,5 Hosius proposed and had passed at 
he Council of Sardica a like statute against those \vho neglected 


1 Cf. can. 2. 
 P. 183, ed. Bened. 
3 Cf. the art. by the author in the TrÜbin.'Je1' Ql.lartalsclt1'ift, 1841, S. 405 if. 
t C. 5, dist. 47. ;) P. 135. 
K 
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to go to church. It is the eleventh canon of the Greek and 
the fourteenth of the Latin text of the decrees of Sardica. 


CAN. 22. ])e catlwlicis in hæ'}'csim transeuntibus, si reVCT- 
tantur. 
Si q uis de catholica Ecclesia ad hæresim transitum fecerit 
rursusque recurrerit, placuit huic pænitentiam non esse delle- 
gandalll, eo quod cognoverit peccatum suum; qui etialll decem 
.annis agat pænitentiam, cui post decem annos præstari com- 
munio debet; si vero infantes fuerint transducti, quod non suo 
vitio peccaverint incunctanter recipi debent. 


CAN. 23. ])e tC1nporib'Lts 7"e,junio1'lÆ1n. 
Jejunü superpositiones per singulos menses placuit celebrari, 
exceptis diebus duorum mensium J ulii et Augusti propter 
q uoruilldam infirmitatem. 
The superponere (LnrepTLÐEU8at), or the superpositio (tnrÉp- 
8EU(S), ,vas an extension or prolongation of the fast beyond 
the usual duration (until the evening).! 


CAN. 24. Dc his q'lti in pC1'eg1
c baptizant'l{;r, ut ad Clc1'u1n non 
veniant. 
Omnes qui in peregre fuerint baptizati, eo quod eorum 
mini1l1e sit cognita vita, placuit ad clerunl non esse pro1l1o- 
vendos in alienis provinciis. 
None could be adlnitted into the ranks of the clergy out of 
the province in ,vhich he had been baptized. This canon 
passed into the 001jJUS ,j1[1'. can. 2 


CAN. 25. De cpistolis c01nl1HlnicatoTiis confeSSOT1{;l1
. 
Oll1nis qui attulerit literas confessorias, sublato llomin( 
cOllfessoris, eo quod omnes sub hac llonlinis gloria pas 
sin1 cOhcutiant sinlplices, cOlllillunicatoriæ ei dandæ sun 
litteræ. 
This canon has been interpreted in three ,vays. l\Ienc1oz:J 
Baronius, and others, ,yhen con1menting upon it, thought of th 


1 Binterim, Denkwilnliflkeiten, Ed. v. Th. ii. S. 98; Böhmer, Ch1'istlicJ 
.A 7te'rfh'llm8wi,ssensclwjt, Ed. ii. S. 98. 
2 C. 4, dist. 98. 
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letters of peace (libelli 1Jacis) which the martyrs and confessors 
gave to the lapsi, to procure for them a speedy reception into 
the Church. These libelli pacis, indeed, induced many bishops 
to admit a lapsus too promptly; but our canon does not speak 
of this abuse: it does not cOlnplain that these letters deceived 
the bishops: it says, concutiant si1nplices. If the canon had 
been intended to warn the bishops against these libclli pacis, 
it ,vould certainly not have said that they should give to the 
lapsis cmnmunicatorias literas; for this was ,vhat was wrong, 
that they were adn1itted too soon to communion. Aubespine 1 
and Herbst 2 'vere of the opinion that the canon had reference 
to some Christians ,vho, before going a journey, did not ask 
for letters of communion from their bishop, but preferred 
letters of recomn1endation given by their confessor, regarding 
these as more important, and that this practice was forbidden 
by one synod. This, again, is a mistake. The meaning of 
the canon is this: "If a Christian, wishing to take a journey, , 
submits to his bishop the draught of a letter of recommenda- 

ion, in which it is said that the bearer is a confessor, the 
)ishop must erase the word confessor, sl
blato nOínine conjessoris, 
)ecause many simple people are deceived by this title, and the 
)ishop shall give common letters c.ommunicatorias." 3 


CA
. 26. Ut O1nni sabbato jejunetur. 
Erroreln placuit corrigi, ut omni sabbati die superpositiones 
elebremus. 
The meaning of this canon also is equivocal. The title 
eems to imply that it orders a severe fast every Saturday, 
nd the suppression of the contrary practice followed up to 
hat time. It is thus eXplained by Garsias in Binius 4 and 
Iendoza. 5 Ho,vever, as the sixty-fifth apostolic canon pre- 

ribes that, except Holy Saturday, no Saturday should be a 
lst-day, our canon may also mean, "The ancient error of 
Isting strictly every Saturday must be abolished:" that is to 
1 In Mansi, ii. 42. 2 Quartalsc1t. 1821, S. 30. 
3 Cf. Rémi Ceillier, l. c. p. 665; Migne, Dic. des Conciles, i. 820; and Dr. 
ünchen, "Abhandlung über das erste Concil von Arles" (dissertation upon 
e first Council of Aries), in the Bonner Zeitschrift fii;" Pltilosophie u. Tlteolo[Jie, 

ft 27, S. 51 ff. 
4 :Mansi , ii. 31. :s Tl. d 227 
J vi . p. . 
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say, the superpositio is ordered only for Holy Saturday; and for 
other Saturdays, as for Fridays, the statio only, that is to say, 
the half-fast is ordered. But in comparing this canon with 
the forty-third, where the same expressions are again found, 
we see that the 
lt determines what \vas to be henceforth 
observed, and not in what the erro'p consisted. According to 
that, our decree would mean that the superpositio must be 
observed every Saturday, and we must adopt the explanation 
of Garsias. 


CAN. 27. De cleTicis ut extraneas fæ1î
inas in, d01no non 
l
abeant. 
Episcopus vel quilibet alius clericus aut sororem aut filianl 
virgin em dicatam Deo tantum secum habeat; extraneam 
nequaquam habere placuit. 
This canon is more severe than the third similar canon of 
the Council of Nicæa. It allows the clergy to have \vith theIn 
in their house (a) only their sisters, or their o\vn daughters; 
(b) and also that these must be virgins, and consecrated to 
God, that is, having vowed their virginity to God. 1 


CAN. 28. De oblationibus eor'llrn q
lÍ non cO?nn

lnicant. 
Episcopum placuit ab eo, qui non conllliunicat, munus acci- 
pere non deb ere. 
In the same way as in the first canon, we must here under 
stand by those q
ti non com'Jnun'l:cant, Christians who, like pelli 
tents or catechumens, are not in the com1n
lnio (community: 
and w'ho therefore do not receive the holy Eucharist. Th 
meaning of the canon is: "The bishop cannot accept at th 
altar the offerings (oblata) of those who do not comnlunicate.' 


CAN. 29. De ene'J"[j
l1nenis q'llaliter habeant'llr in ecclcsia. 
Energunlenus qui ab erratico spiritu exagitur, hujus nOlne 
neque ad altare cum oblatione esse recitanduln, nee permitter 
dum ut sua manu in ecclesia ministret. 
This canon, like the seventy-eighth apostolic canon, exclud( 
demoniacs possessed by the evil spirit frolll active participatic 
in divine service: they cannot present any offerings; the 
1 Cf. the nineteenth canon of Aucyra. 
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ntnnes cannot be read among those 'VI10 are inscribed in the 
diptychs as offering the sacrifice (diptychis oiferentÙtm); and 
they must not be permitted to hold any office in the Church. 1 


CAN. 3 O. De his lJ.'lGi post lavac''t'um 'lnæchati sunt, ne suòclia- 
cones fiant. 
Subdiaconos eos ordinari non debere qui in adolescentia sua 
fuerint mæchati, eo quod postmodunl per subreptionem ad 
altiorem gradum promoveantur: vel si qui sunt in præteritum 
ordinati, amoveantur. 


CAN. 31. De aclolescentibus lJ.'ltÍ post lavac1
um 'lnæchati Bunt. 
Adolescentes qui post fidem lavacri salutaris fuerint mæchati, 
cum duxerint uxores, acta legitima pænitentia placuit ad com- 
munionem eos admitti. 
These two canons need no explanation. 


CAN. 32. De exc01nm'ltnicatis presbyte'}"is ut in necessitate 
comm'ltnionem dent. 
Apud presbyterum, si quis gravi lapsu in ruinam mortis 
:nciderit, placuit agere pænitentiam non debere, sed potius 
lpud episcopum: cogente tamen infirmitate necesse est pres- 
)yterem (1) communionem præstare debere, et diaconem si ei 
usserit sacerdos. 
This canon is quite in confornlity with the ancient custom, 
Jccording to ,vhich the bishop only, and not a priest, cOlùd 
eceive a penitent into the Church. It ,vas only in a case of 
xtreme necessity that a priest, or, according to the orders of 
I priest, a deacon, could give a penitent the comlllunion, that 
3, could adn1Ìnister to him the eucharistic bread in sign of 
econciliation: deacons often gave the communion in the 
ncient Church. 2 The title of the canon is evidently wrong, 
nd ought to be thus ,vorded: De presbyteris ut eXC011
'J1
'ltni- 
'ltis in necessitate, etc. It is thus, indeed, that Mansi read it 
1 several manuscripts. 


1 Cf. below, the thirty-seventh canon. 

 Binterim (I(atlwlik, 1821, Bd. ii. S. 432 f.) thus understands this canon: 
Even in a case of urgent necessity, the priest only ought to give the com- 
union; but if he asks it, the deacon may help him. " 
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CAN. 33. .De episcopis et 1ninist?'is 
ti ab uxoribus aòstineant. 
Placuit in totum prohibere episcopis, presbyteris et diaconi- 
bus vel omnibus clericis positis in ministerio abstinere se a 
conjugibus suis et non generare filios: quicunque vero fecerit, 
ab honore clericatus exterminetur. 
This celebrated canon contains the most ancient command 
of celibacy. The bishops, priests, and deacons, and in general 
all the clergy, qui in 1niniste1'io positi s
tnt, that is, ,vho are 
specially employed in the service of the altar,! ought no longer 
to have any conj ugal intercourse with their ,vives, under pain 
of deposition, if they were marri
d when they took orders. 
The history of the Council of Nicæa 'will give us the oppor- 
tunity of considering the question of celibacy in the primitive 
Church. We will only add here, that the w"Ording of our canon 
is defective: prohibere abstinere et non gene/tare. The canon 
seems to order "\vhat, on the contrary, it would prohibit, viz. : 
" It is forbidden that the clergy should abstain from their 
,vives." A similarly inexact expression is found in the 
eightieth canon. 


CAN. 34. Ne ccrei in cærnetc1'iis incendantu').. 
Cereos per diem placuit in cæmeterio non incendi, inquie. 
tandi enim sanctorum spiritus non sunt. Qui hæc non obser 
vaverint arceantur ab Ecclesiæ communione. 
It is forbidden to light 'vax candles during the day in ceme 
teries, for fear of troubling the spirits of the saints. Garsin 
thus explains this canon: "for fear of troubling and distracf 
ing the faitlif
tl, ,vho pray in the cemeteries." He thus mak( 
sancti the synonym of fait1if
ll. Binterim has taken it j 
the same sense: 2 sanctoru1n vvith him is synonymous "\vit 
sancta agentÍ1.l1n; and he translates it, "so that the p1'iesi 
who fulfil their holy offices, may not be distracted." Baronir 
on the contrary, says: "l\lany neophytes brought the custo 
from paganism, of lighting many ,vax candles upon tom1 


1 Tllat this is the true meaning, is seen from the parallel passage of 
Council of Carthage of 390, c. ii., where it is said that bishops, priests, t 
Levites, vel qui sacramentis divinis inserviunt, are pledged to celibacy. Ha 
i. 951. 
J Katlwlik, 1821, Bd. ii. S. 435. 
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The Synod forbids t.his, because metaphorically it troubles the 
souls of the dead;. that is to say, this superstition ,vounds 
them." Aubespine gives a fourth explanation. He begins 
with the supposition that the bishops of Elvira partook of the 
opinion, then very general, that the souls of the dead hovered 
over their tOlnbs for some tÜne. The Synod consequently 
forbade that ,vax candles should be lighted by day, perhaps 
to abolish a remnant of paganism, but also to prevent the 
repose of the souls of the dead from being troubled. l 


CAN. 35. lYe fæminæ in cæmcteriis pe1"vifjilent. 
Placuit prohiberi ne fæminæ in cæmeterio pervigilent, eo 
quod sæpe sub obtentu orationis latenter scelera committunt. 


CAN. 36. Ne píctu?"æ in ccclesia fiant. 
Placuit picturas in ecclesia esse non debere, ne quod colitur 
et adoratur in parietibus depingatur. 
These canons are easy to understand: we have else,vhel'e 
explained why the ancient Church did not tolerate images. 2 
Binterim and Aubespine do not believe in a complete ex- 
elusion: they think that the Church in general, and the Synod 
of Elvira in particular, ,vished to proscribe only a certain kind 
of images. Billterim 3 believes that this Synod forbade only 
one thing,-namely, that anyone might hang images in the 
Church according to his fancy, and often therefore inad- 
missible ones. Aubespine thinks that our canon forbids only 
images 
epresenting God (because it says adoratur), and not 
other pictures, especially those of saints. But the canon also 
says colitu,r, and the prohibition is conceiyed in very general 
terms. 4 


CAX. 37. De cnefrgumenis non baptizatis. 
Eos qui ab in1mundis spiritibus vexantur, si in fine mortis 
fuerint constituti, baptizari placet: si fideles fuerint, dandam 


1 Cf. Rat. Alex. Eccles. IIist. sæc. iii. 1. c. iv. 143. 
2 Cf. the art. Chris tusb ilder, by Dr. Hefele, in the Kirchenlexicon of Vvetzer 
et "\V dte, Ed. ii. S. 519 f. 
a ](atlwli/;;, 1821, Ed. ii. S. 436. 
'cr. Nat. Alex. Eccles. Hist. sæc. iii. l.c. iv. 141 sq., 14::;, nota. 
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esse communionem. Prohibenduln etiam ne lucernas hi pub- 
lice accendant; si facere contra interdictum voluerint, absti- 
neatur a communione. 
This canon, like the 29th, speaks of demoniacs. If they 
are catechumens, they may be baptized when at the point of 
death (in uTticuio 1TWTtis), but not before that. If they are 
baptized, the communion may be administered to them \V"hen 
at the point of death, but not before. Ho\vever, as the 29th 
canon bad before forbidden any ministry in the Church to 
demoniacs, ours particularly adds that they could not fulfil 
the least service in the Church, not even light the lamps. 
Perhaps it may have been the custom to have the lan1ps of the 
Church lighted by those \vho \vere to be baptized, or by those 
who were to communicate, on the day when they \vere to 
receive this sacraluent; and the Synod forbids that demo- 
niacs should do so, even if, in spite of their illness, they 
\vere able to receive a sacrament. The inscription of the 
canon does not correspond to its \vhole tenor. 


CAN. 38. Ut in necessitate et fideles baptizcnt. 
Loco peregre navigantes aut si ecclesia proximo non fuerit, 
posse fidelem, qui lavacrum suum integrum habet nee sit 
bigamus, baptizare in necessitate infirmitatis positum, cate- 
chumenum, ita ut si supervixerit ad episcopum eum perducat, 
ut per manus in1positionem perfiei possit. 
During a sea voyage, or in general, if no church is near, a 
layman ,,
ho has not soiled his baptismal robe (by apostasy), 
and is not a bigamist, Inay baptize a catechun1en who is at 
the point of death; the bishop ought afterwards to lay hands 
on the ne"wly baptized, to confirm him.! 


CAN. 39. De gcntilib
ts si in discl"Í1nine baptizCl1'i expcl1.tnt. 
Gentiles si in infirmitate desideraverint sibi manunl ÏIn- 
poni, si fuerit eorUlll ex aliq ua parte honesta vita, placuit eis 
manum Ï1nponi et fieri Christianos. 
This canon has been interpreted in t,vo different \vays. 
Binius,2 ICaterkamp,3 and others, hold that the i1nposition oj 


1 Cf. what is said above on the baptism of heretics, p. 112. 
, In :Mansi, ii. p. 40. 3 Kírchen[}eschichte, ii. S. 21. 
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l
ancls spoken of in this canon does not mean confirmation, 
but a ceremony by means of ,vhich anyone was admitted 
into the lo'\vest class of catechunlens. These interpreters 
appeal principally to the pretended seventh canon of the 
second {Ecumenical Counci1. 1 "\Ve there read: ""\Ve admit 
them only as pagans: the first day,ve make them Ohristians 
(in the ,videst sense); the second, catechumens; the third, 
we exorcise theIn," etc. etc. According to that, our canon 
,vould say: "When a heathen, having a good name, desires 
during an illness that hands sholùd be laid upon him, it 
ought to be done, that he may become a Ohristian." That is 
to say, he ought by the imposition of hands to be admitted 
among those '\vho wish to be Christians, consequently among 
the Christians in the ,videst sense. The forty-fifth canon 
also takes the ,vord catec7
u1nenus as synonymous ,vith Chris- 
tian. Besides, we find Constantine the Great received the 
imposition of hands at the baths of Helenopolis before his bap- 
tism: a cerelllony of this kind then preceded the reception of 
the first sacrament. 2 Relying upon these considerations, the 
commentators ,ve mentioned say that the canon of Elvira 
does not speak of baptism, because this could not be admi- 
nistered until after llluch longer trial. The provost of the 
Cathedral at ICöln, Dr. l\fÜnchen, gives another explanation 
in his dissertation upon the first Synod of Arles. 3 According 
to him,- 
a. As the thirty-seventh canon allows the baptism of 
demoniacs, it is not pro baole that they would be lllore severe 
w'ith respect to o1YlinaTY sick persons in the thirty-ninth 
canon. On the contrary, the Chu

ch has ahvays been tender 
to\vards the sick: she has always hastened to confer baptism 
upon them, because it is necessary to salvation; and for that 
reason she introduced clinical baptism. 
b. In the thirty-eighth canon the Church allo'\vs a layman 
to baptize one ,vho sholùd fall seriously ill during a sea 
voyage, but not to confirnl him. She certainly, then, ,vould 


I 'Ve shall provc, when the time comes, that this canon does not belong to the 
second <Ecumenical Council, but is a little more recent. 
2 Cf. below, sec. 52. 
3 Bonner Zettscluift fill" P1Ûlos. u. ]{ctthol. Tlwolo[}te, Heft 26, S. 80 f. 
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allow this sick person to be confirmed if a bishop were pre- 
sent in the ship. 
c. As for one ,vho should fall ill upon land, he could easily 
call a bishop to him; and therefore the case foreseen by the 
thirty-eighth canon does not apply to him: it ,vould be easy 
to confer baptism and confirmation on him. 
d. The thirty-ninth canon, then, means: "Whoso shall fall 
ill upon land, and ,vho can SU1111110n a bishop to hiIn, may 
receive baptism and confirnlation at the same time." 
e. Understood in this ,yay, the canon is more in unison 
with the t,vo preceding, and with the practice of the ancient 
Church towards the sick. 


CAN. 40. Nc icl q
tOd idolothytu'}]
 est ficleles accipiant. 
Prohibere placuit, ut quum rationes suas accipiunt posses- 
sores, quidquid ad idolmn datum fuerit, accepto non ferant; 
si post interdictum fecerint, per quinquennii spatia. temporlun 
a communione esse arcendos. 
That is to say: When the proprietors of lands and houses 
receive their rents (rationes),-for exanlple, fruits from their 
farmers, ,vho perhaps are still pagans,-they ought not to adn1Ït 
anything ,vhich had been sacrificed to the gods, under pain of 
five years' excommunication. 


CAN. 41. Ut prohibcant domini iclola COlCTC sC1'vis suis. 
Admoneri placuit fideles, ut in quantuIll possunt prohibeant 
ne idola in donÜbus suis habeant; si vero vim metuunt ser- 
vorum, vel se ipsos puros conservent; si non fecerint, alieni 
ab ecclesia habeantur. 
The preceding canon had sho,vn that many Christians had 
farmers 'who were pagans; the present canon supposes the 
case of a Christian having heathen slaves, and it enacts: 
a. That he ought not, even in this case, to tolerate idols 
in his house. 
b. That if he cannot conform to this rule, and must fear 
the slaves on account of their number, he may leave them 
their idols; but he must so much the more keep at a dis- 
tance from them, and 'watch against every approach to 
idolatry. 
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CAN. 42. De his qui ad ficlerin veni'llnt quando oaptizentu1? 
Eos qui ad prÜnam fidem credulitatis accedunt, si bonæ 
fuerint conversationis, intra biennium temporum placuit ad 
baptismi gratiam admitti debere, nisi infirmitate compellente 
coegerit ratio velocius subvenire periclitanti vel gratiam pos- 
tulanti. 
He 'v ho has a good name, and ,vishes to become a Chris- 
tian, must be a catechumen for t,vo years: then he nlay be 
baptized. If he should fall ill, and desire the grace of bap- 
tism, it may be granted to him before the expiration of two 
years. 


CAN. 43. De celeo??atione Pentccostcs. 
Pravam institutionem emendari placuit juxta auctoritatem 
Scripturarum, ut cuncti diem Pentecostes celebrenlus, ne si 
quis non fecerit, novam hæresim induxisse notetur. 
Some parts of Spain had allo,ved the bad custom of cele- 
brating the fortieth day after Easter, not the fiftieth; conse- 
quently the Ascension of Christ, and not Pentecost. Several 
ancient manuscripts, indeed, contain this addition: non q
tCt- 
d-ragcsÍ1nam. 1 The same addition is fOUIld in an ancient abridg- 
ment of the canons of Elvira, ,vith ,vhich 1\Iansi makes us 
acquainted: 2 post Pascha quinquagesi1na teneatur, non quaclra- 
gcsÌ1na. 'Ve learn also from Cassian, that in the primitive 
Church some Christians ,vished to close the paschal season 
,vith the feast of the Ascension, that is, at the fortieth day. 
They regarded all Easter-time only as a remembrance of 
Christ's sojourn among His disciples during the forty days 
which follo,ved His resurrection; and therefore they ,vished 
to close this period ,vith the feast of the Ascension. 3 Herbst 
supposes that a J\lontanist party in Spain ,vished to suppreSf
 
the feast of Pentecost altogether, because the Montanists be- 
lieved that the Holy Spirit did not descend until He came in 

Iontanus/ who was regarded by his follo,vers as the 00111- 
forter. 


I Mansi, l.c. p. 13; Bruns, l.c. p. 7, not. 16; :Mendoza in 1tIansi, l.c. p. 295. 

 l.c. p. 21 sq. 
3 Cassian, Oollat. xxi. c. 20 ; 1tlendoza ill1tlansi, l.c. p. 297. 
4 TÜbinger Q
ta'dalscl1:rift, 1821, S. 39 f. 
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CAN. 44. IJe merctricibus paganis si convertantur. 
l\feretrix quæ aliquando fuerit et postea habuerit maritum, 
si postmodum ad credulitatem venerit; incunctanter placuit 
esse recipiendam. 
If a pagan courtezan has given up this abominable way of 
life, and is married, being still a pagan, there is no particlùar 
obstacle to her admission into the Church. She ought to be 
treated as other pagan ,vomeD. 


CAN. 45. IJe catecl
1tmenis qui ecclesia?n non frcquentant. 
Qui aliquando fuerit catechumenus et per infinita tempora 
nunquam ad ecclesiam accesserit, si eum de clero quisque 
cognoverit esse Christianum, aut testes aliqui extiterint fideles, 
placlút ei baptismum non negari, eo quod veterem hominem 
dereliquisse videatur. 
The case is here imagined of a catechumen who has not 
been to church for a long time, probably because he did not 
,vish to be known as a Christian during a time of persecution; 
but after\vards his conscience awakes, and he asks to be bap- 
tized. The canon ordains that if he is known to the clergy 
of the Church to which he belongs, and they know him to be 
a Christian, i.e. a believer in Christ, or if some of the faithful 
can attest this, he shall be adn1Ïtted to baptisln, because he 
appears to have put off the lukewarmness of the old nlan. 
Aubespine 1 gives another interpretation which appears 
forced, and shows that he most probably had not the text be- 
fore him. According to him, the meaning of the canon wOlùcl 
be: "When a catechumen has fallen a\vay for a long time, 
and still after all desires baptism and to beco111e a Chris- 
tian, if he should suddenly lose speech, fOJ
 exa1nple, front illness 
(the canon says not a ,vord of all that), he may be baptized, 
provided a clergyman or several of the laity attest that he has 
desired baptisln, and has become a real Christian." The 
Abbé l\figne has placed this explanation in his lJictionary of 
the Oouncils. 2 


CAN. 46. IJe fidclibus si apostaverint quan
diu pæniteant. 
Si quis fidelis apostata per infinita tempora ad ecclesiam 
1 In 1tIúnsi, Ü. 50. S l.c. p. 824. 
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non accesserit, si tamen aliquando fuerit revers us nee fuerit 
idololator, post decem annos placuit communionem accipere. 
The sin of a Christian who should absent himself from 
church for a long time ,vas naturally much greater t.han that 
of a catechumen. For this reason, the baptized Christian 'v ho 
has in fact apostatized is only received to the communion 
after a ten years' penance, and even then if he has not sacri- 
ficed to the gods. It appears to us that this canon alludes to 
the time of Diocletian's persecution; for during that terrible 
time more than one co,vardly Christian did not go to church, 
gave no sign of Christian life, and thus apostatized in fact, 
,vithout positively offering sacrifice to the idols. 


CAN. 47. De eo q'LLÏ 
tx01'cnt habens sæpius mæchatur. 
Si quis fidelis habens uxorem non semel sed sæpe fuerit 
mæchatus in fine mortis est conveniendus: quod si se pro- 
miserit cessaturum, detur ei communio: si resuscitatus rursus 
fuerit mæchatus, placuit ulterius non ludere eum de com- 
. . 
mUllione pacls. 
If a Christian ,vho is married, and has been often guilty 
of adtùtery, is near death, they must go to see him (cst con- 
venienclus), and ask him whether, if he should recover, he 
promises to amend his ways. If he promises, the holy com- 
munion should be administered to him; if he should recover, 
and shotùd again be guilty of adultery, the holy communion 
Inust not be allo,ved to be thus despised, it must hence- 
forth be refused to him, even in articulo 'Jn01?tís. The sixty- 
ninth and seventy-eighth canons cOlnplete the meaning of 
this one. 


CAN. 48. De baptizatis ut nihil accipiat clerus. 
Emendari placuit ut hi qui baptizantur, ut fieri sole bat, 
numos in concha non mitt ant, ne sacerdos quod gratis accepit 
pretio distrahere videatur. N eque pedes eorum lavandi sunt a 
sacerdotibus vel clericis. 
This canon forbids at the same time two things relative to 
baptism: 
1. It ,vas the custom in Spain for the neophytes, at the 
time of their baptism, to put an offering into the shell which 
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had been used at the baptism. This offering, aft
1'\vards called 
the stole-rights,! was to be suppressed. 
2. The second part of the canon sho\vs that there \vas the 
SGJlle custom in certain parts of Späin as at Milan 2 and in 
Gaul,3 but \vhich, from the testimony of St. Anl.brose, did not 
exist at Rome, viz. that the bishop and clergy should ,vasIl 
the feet of the ne,vly baptized ,vhen they left the baptismal 
font. Our Synod forbids this, and this canon has passed into 
the Corp. }1/.;1". can. 4 


CAN. 49. ])e f1"Ugibus jidelÚ{/Jn ne a Judæis benedicantur. 
Adnloneri. placuit possessores, ut non patiantur fructus suos, 
quos a Deo percipiunt cum gratiarum actione, a J udæis bene- 
dici, ne nostram irritam et infirmalll faciant benedictionem: 
si quis post interdictum facere usurpaverit, penitus ab ecclesia 
abjiciatur. 
The Jews ,vere so numerous and so powerful in Spain 
during the first centuries of the Christian era, that they might 
at one time have hoped to be able to Judaize the ,vhole 
country. According to the monuments-,vhich, ho\vever, are 
of doubtful authority-they established themselves in Spain 
in the tinle of ICing Solomon. ó It is more likely that they 
crossed from Africa to the Spanish peninsula only about a 
hundred years before Christ. There they soon increased in 
number and Ünportance, and could energetically carryon their 
,york of proselytizing. 6 This is the reason that the Synod of 
Elvira had to forbid to the priests and the laity all intinlate 
intercourse ,vith Jews (ëan. 50), and especially 111arriage (call. 
16); for there is no doubt that at this period nlany Chris- 
tians of high rank in Spain became J e\vs, as J ost sho\vs in 
his ,vork. 7 


1 Something like surplice-fees. -ED. 
2 Cf. Aml1ros. lib. iii. de Sacrarnentis, c. i. p. 362, vol. ii. ed. Bened. 
3 1\1 abillon in lJfissalibus Gothico et Gallicano veteTi. Cf. Ceillier, 1. c. iii. 670, 
and Herbst in TÜbinger Qua'rtalsch. 1821, S. 40. 
4 C. 104, causa i. q. 1. 
5 Jost, GesclÛc71te dcr Is'raeliten seit der Zeit dcr lJIaccabiier bis auf unsae 
Tage, Berlin 1825, Thl. v. S. 13. 
(j J ost, l. c. S. 17. 
7 I. c. S. 32-34. See Hefele on Cardinal Ximenes, 2<.1 ed. S. 2:;6 fi: 
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CAN. 50. De Christianis q1ti cu'm J1tclæis veSC1.tnt1tr. 
Si vero quis clericus vel fidelis cum Judæis cibum sump- 
serit, placuit eum a cOl1ununione abstineri, ut debeat emen- 
dari. 


CAN. 51. De hæreticis 'l/.;t ad clerru?n non promoveantur. 
Ex on1ni hæresi fidelis si venerit, minime est ad clerum 
promovendus: vel si qui sunt in præteritum ordinati, sine 
dubio deponantur. 
These canons are easy to understand. 


CAN. 52. De 7
is qlti in ecclesia libcllos famosos pOn1tnt. 
Hi qui inventi fuerint libellos famosos in ecclesia ponere 
anathematizentur. 
This canon forbids the affixing of satires (libellos famosos 1 ) 
in churches, or the reading of theIll. It has been inserted in 
the Corp. iur. can. 2 


CAN. 53. De episcopis q1ti exconun1tnicato alieno COm'ln1.t11/t- 
cant. 
Placuit cunctis ut ab eo episcopo quis recipiat communio- 
nero a quo abstentus in crimine aliquo quis fuerit; quod si 
alius episcopus præsumpserit eum adn1Ìtti, illo adhuc minime 
faciente vel consentiente a quo fuerit communione privatus, 
sciat se hujusmodi causas inter fratres esse cum status sui 
'periculo præstaturum. 
One excolnmunicated by a bishop can only be restored by 
the bishop ,vho condemned hin). Another bishop receiving 
him into cOlnmunion, unless the first bishop acts at the same 
time, or approves of the reconciliation, must answer for it be- 
fore his brethren, that is to say, before the provincial synod, 
and must run the danger of being deprived of his office 
(status). 


CAN. 54. De parentibus qui fidC?n sponSaU01
U'ln frangunt. 
Si qui parentes fidem fregerint sponsaliorum, triennii ten1- 
pore abstilleantur; si tamen idem sponsus vel sponsa in gravi 
crimine fuerint deprehensi, erunt excusati parentes; si iIJ. 
1 Cf. Suetonius, Vita Octavii Aug. C. 55. 2 C. 3, causa v. q. 1. 
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iisdem fuerit vitium et polluerint se, superior sententia ser- 
vetur. 
If the parents of those who are betrothed fail to keep the 
promises 111ade at the betrothal, these parents shall be ex- 
eluded from the communion for three years, unless either of 
the betrothed persons be convicted of a very serious fault. 
In this case, the parents may break the engagement. If the 
betrothed have sinned together, the first arrangement con- 
tinues; that is, the parents cannot then separate them. This 
canon is found in the Gorp. il
1
is can. l 


CA
. 55. Dc sace1
dotibus gentilÙ_
m q
ti ja'fn non sacrificant. 
Sacerdotes qui tantum curonas portant, nee sacrificant nee 
de suis sumptibus aliquid ad idola præstant, placuit post bien- 
nium accipere communionenl. 
It may be asked \vhether the ,vord sacerdotes is to be under- 
stood as referring to pagan priests \vho wished to be admitted 
as Christians, or to Christians ,-rho, as 'we have seen above 
(can. 2), still bore the office of jla'fnines. Aubespine is of the 
latter opinion, and according to him the canon ,vould have 
this meaning: "The Christian \vho bears the office of flanlen, 
and wears the distinctive sign-that is, the cro,vn-without 
having sacrificed himself, or having contributed money to 
pagan sacrifices, nlust be excluded from eucharistic com- 
munion for t\VO years." Aubespine gives the two following 
reasons in support of his explanation: (a.) When a pagan 
priest 'wished to become a Christian, he ,vas not kept longer or 
more strictly than others as a catechumen, even \vhen he had 
hinlself offered sacrifice. (b.) If it had referred to a pagan 
priest \vishing to beC0111e a Christian, the Synod ,vould have. 
said, plac
tit post biennÙt1n accipere lavacr1Æ1n (baptism), and 
not accipcre comÆ1/ltnione1n. This latter expression is used only 
for those ,vho have been excluded for SOlTIe time frolll the 
Church, and are adlnitted afresh into her bosom. 
For our part, ,ve think that this fifty-fifth canon is nothing 
but a complement of the second and third canons, and that it 
fonTIs ,vith thenl the follo\ving gradation :- 
Can. 2. Christians 'who, as flam'incs, have sacrificed to idols" 
1 c. 1, causa xxxi. q. 3. 
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and given public pagan games, cannot receive the communion, 
even when at the point of death. 
(Jan. 3. If they have not offered sacrifices, but have had 
the games celebrated, they may communicate at the close of 
their life, after a previous penance. 
Oan. 55. If they have not offered sacrifice, nor contributed 
by their fortune to pagan sacrifices (and to such public 
games), they may receive the communion after two years of 
penance. 
This gradation is continued in the two following canons, 
the fifty-sixth and fifty-seventh: they refer to Christians ,vho 
have not been jlarf/;ines, but ,vho have borne other offices in a 
heathen state, and so have been brought into relation with 
paganIsm. 
The fifty-fifth canon evidently alludes to a former and not 
far distant time of persecution, during ,vhich Christians feared 
to refuse the office of jla'fnines ,vhich fell to their lot, and by 
a half compliance ,yore the distinctive mark of their office, the 
cro,vn, in order to pass uninjured through the time of perse- 
cution. 


CAN. 56. De magistratibus et d'U/umviris. 
Magistratus vero uno anno quo agit duumviratum, prohi- 
bendum placet ut se ab ecclesia cohibeat. 
What the consuls were at Rome, the duumviri were, on 
a small scale, in the Ron1an municipalities: their office also 
lasted only a year. These duulnviri. ,vere obliged, by virtue 
of their office, to watch over pagan priests personally, and the 
temples of the town; they had to preside at public solemni- 
ties, in processions, etc., which, like all the other national 
feasts of the Romans, had ahvays more or less a semi-religious 
and pagan character. For this reason the Synod forbade the 
d
nwnvirí to enter the Church as long as they were in office. 
In limiting itself to this prohibition, it gave proof of great 
moderation and of ,vise consideratio
, which we ought to ap- 
preciate. An absolute prohibition to hold this office would 
have given up the charge of the most important to,vns to 
pagans. But the Council is much more severe in the fol- 
lowing canon. 


L 
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CAN. 57. De ltis 9.ui vestirnenta ad 01'nanda1n pompam dede- 
runt. 
Matronæ vel earum mariti vestimenta sua ad ornandam 
sæculariter pompam non dent; et si fecerint, triennio absti- 
neantur. 
This canon is directed against Christians ,vho should lend 
their garments for worldly sho,vs, i.e. for public, half-heathen- 
ish religious processions. They are punished ,vith three years 
of excommunication. But why are they treated so much 
nlore severely than the duu1nvÙ'i ? Because these men and 
,vomen ,vere not obliged to lend their attire, ,vhilst the 
d'l(;U1nvÙ'i ,vere fulfilling their public duty as citizens. Per- 
haps also some gave their garments, that they might not be 
suspected during the persecutions. 


CAN. 58. De tâs q1tÍ C011
11H(;nicatorias litte1YtS portant, 'l(;t de 
fide interrogentur. 
Placuit ubique et maxime in eo loco, in quo prima cathedra 
cOllstituta est episcopatus, ut interrogentur hi qui communica- 
torias litteras tradunt an omnia recte habeant suo testÏ1nonio 
cOlnpro batao 
In Africa no metropolitan rights ,vere attached to particu- 
lar to,vns: they ahvays belonged to the oldest bishop of the 
province, ,vhose bishopric ,vas then called prÍ1na sedes. 1 
Carthage only was the metropolitan see. It appears to have 
been the sanle in Spain before Constantine the Great divided 
that country into seven political provinces, 'v hich entailed 
the division into ecclesiastical provinces. This may explain 
,vhy the Bishop of Acci presided at the Synod of Elvira: he 
,vas pro bably the oldest of all the bishops present. "\Vhat 
is elsewhere called prÍ1na sedes in our canon is pri1na catlw- 
d'J'a; and the bishops of the prÍ1na cathed')'a ,vere to question 
Christian travellers about their respective dioceses, the latter 
'vere to present their reconnnenc1atory letters, and ,vere to 
be asked if they could affirm that all was in a satisfactory 
state. 


1 Cf. De Marca, de P'J'imatiòu8, p. 10, in the Appendix to the book de Concor. 
diet sacenlotii et imperii, and Van Espen. CC)1nmentar. in can ones et decreta, 
p. 315. 
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CAN. 59. De fidclibus ne ad Oapitoli1tm causa sac'ltficandi 
ascendant. 
Prohibendum ne quis Christianus ut gentilis ad idolum 
Capitolii causa sacrificandi ascendat et videat; quod si fecerit, 
pari crimine teneatur: si fuerit fidelis, post decem annos acta 
pænitentia recipiatur. 
Like Ronle, many municipalities had a capitol, in the court 
of ,vhich sacrifices were offered to the gods, and many Chris- 
tians were present at the ceremonies of the pagan ,vorship. 
'Vas it from curiosity? ,vas it in order to shelter themselves 
froln inquiry, not to be known during the persecution, and to 
pass for heathen? This is what ,ve are unable to decide. At 
any rate, the Synod declared that- 
a. Any Christian, either baptized or a catechumen, who 
should be present at the sacrifices, should be considered as 
having offered sacrifice himself. 
b. Consequently any Christian ,vho has been present at 
these sacrifices should be excolnmunicated and a penitent for 
ten years. The Synod says nothing about the punishment of 
guilty catechumens: in every case they ,vere in genera] 
punished less severely than the faithful, and perhaps the fourth 
canon was applied to them by analogy. 


CAN. 60. De his qui dest'l.
tentcs idola occiduntur. 
Si quis idola fregerit et ibidem fuerit occisus, quatenus in 
Evangelio scriptum non est neque invenietur sub apostolis 
unquam factum, placuit in numero eum non recipi martyrum. 
It happened sometimes that too zealous Christians would 
destroy the idols, and have to pay for their boldness with their 
life. The Synod decrees that they must not be considered as 
martyrs, for the gospel does not require deeds of this kind, and 
the apostles did not act in this way; but they considered it 
pTaiseworthy if a Christian, whom they might wish to oblige 

o offer sacrifice to an idol, should overthrow the statue, and 
')reak it, as Prudentius Clemens relates with commendation of 
Eulalia, who suffered martyrdom in Spain in 304, and there- 

ore a short time previous to this Synod. 1 
1 Prudentius Clemens, Peristeph. iii. in lLOn. Eulaliæ, p. 211, ed. Obba. cr. 
tuinart, Acta lJlartY1'. ed. Galura, iii. 69 sqq. 
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CAN. 61. De his q'lli duaòus sororíbus cO]Julant'ltr. 
Si quis post obitum uxoris suæ sororem ejus duxerit et 
ipsa fuerit fidelis, quinquennium a communione placuit ab- 
stineri, nisi forte velocius dari pacem necessitas coegerit in- 
:firmitatis. 
When S. Basil the Great ascended the archiepiscopal throne 
of Cæsarea, he forbade that a husband, after the death of his 
wife, should marry her sister; and when some one, of the 
name of Diodorus, reproached him upon this subject, Basil 
defended himself in a letter, which has been preserved, and 
proved that such marriages had ahvays been prohibited at 
Cæsarea. 1 The Spanish Fathers of Elvira shared S. Basil's 
opinions, as also did the Synod of Neocæsarea of 314, can. 2, 
as 'we shall see hereafter. It is well known that, according to 
canon la,v, these marriages are both forbidden and declared to 
be invalid. 2 


CAN. 62. De a
t'rígis et pantomimis si convertant'll'r. 
Si auriga aut pantomimus credere voluerint, placuit ut prius 
artibus suis renuntient, et tunc demum suscipiantur, ita ut 
ulterius ad ea non revertantur, qui si fa cere contra interdictum 
tentaverint, projiciantur ab ecclesia. 
The" Apostolical Constitutions" 3 contain the sanle decree. 
On the subject of the repugnance of the ancient Church for all 
these pantomimic scenes, cf. Hefele, "Rigorisnlus in denl Leben 
und den Ansichten der alten Christen" (Severity in the Lives 
and Opinions of the early Christians), an essay published in 
the TÜbinger Theol. Q'lta1?talschrift, 1841 (S. 396 ff.). 


The following series of canons treats of carnal sins:- 


CAN. 63. De uxo1?iò'lts quæ filíos ex ad'llltn'ío nccant. 
Si qua per adulterium absente marito suo conceperit, idque 
post facinus occiderit, placuit nee in finem dandam esse com- 
munionem, eo quod geminaverit scelus. 


1 s. Basilii Epist. 160, Opp. iii. 249, ed. Bened. 
2 C. 1 and 8, X., de Oonsanguinitate et affinitate (iv. 14). Cf. Ooncil. T'}'w' 
sessio 24, cap. 4, de ref. matrÏ1n. 
3 Lib. viii. c. 32. 
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CAN. 64. Dc jæminis quæ usq
(;e ad mortem cum al
enis vir is 
adulterant. 
Si qua usque in finem mortis suæ cum alieno viro fuerit 
mæchata, placuit, nee in finem dandam ei esse communionen1. 
Si vero eum reliquerit, post decem annos accipiat commurrionem 
acta legitima pænitentia. 


CAN. 65. De ad
Ûtcris 
lxoribus cle1
icoru1n. 
Si cujus clerici uxor fuerit mæchata et scierit earn maritus 
suus mæchari et non eam statim projecerit, nee in finem 
accipiat communionem, ne ab his qui exemplum bonæ con- 
versationis esse debent, ab eis videantur scelerum n1agisteria 
procedere. 
The ShephC1
d of Hernlas 1 had before, like this canon, strin- 
gently commanded not only the clergy, but all Christians, not 
to continue to live conjugally \vith an adulterous spouse, who 
would not amend her \vays, but \vould persevere in sin. 2 Dr. 
Herbst says, that what made the sixty-fifth canon necessary 
was probably the very frequent case of married men having 
taken orders, and not being able to have conjugal intercourse 
\vith their .wives, \vho \vere therefore on that very account 
easily tempted to fOl'get themselves. 3 
The series of canons against carnal sins is continued in the 
follo'wing, \vhich forbids Inarriage \vith a daughter-in-law:- 


CAN. 66. Dc his q'lli p1
ivig'nas suas d'llC'ltnt. 
Si quis privignam suam duxerit uxorem, eo quod sit incestus 
placuit nee in finem dandam esse cOlnmunionem. 


CAN. 67. De coni'llgio catcc7
'lll1tenæ jæ1ninæ. 
Prohibendum ne qua fidelis vel catechumena aut comatos 
lUt viros cinerarios habeant: quæcumque hoc fecerint, a com- 
.nunione arceantur. 
If we attach any importance to the title of this canon, it 
nust be thought to indicate that Christian \VOnlen, \vhether 

atechumens or baptized, \yere forbidden to marry those desig- 


1 Lib. ii. manJat. iv. 
2 See Hefele's ed. Opp. Palrlt'1n apostolicorum, p. 353, ctl 3. 
3 Quaï:talschrift, 1821, S. 43. 



166 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


nated by the name of cO?natos and cincfpCl'rios. In other manu- 
scripts ,ve read comicos and scenicos. If the latter reading is 
the true one, the meaning of the canon is very clear-" A 
Christian ,voman must not marry an actor;" and this prohibi- 
tion ,vollld explain the aversion of the ancient Church to the 
theatre, which has been before mentioned. But it is probable 
that, not having been able to find out the meaning of the 
words c01nati and cinera1'ii, later copyists have altered theIn, 
and changed them into cO'Jnici and scenici. Imagining that here 
was a prohibition of marriage, they could not understand ,vhy 
a Christian ,voman was not to n1arry a man having long hair, 
or even a hairdresser. vVe believe that Aubespine is right 
,vhen he ren1inds us that many pagan ,vomen had foreign 
slaves, and especially hairdressers, in their service, who mi- 
nistered not only to the needs of luxury, but to the secret 
satisfaction of their passions. Perhaps these effeminate slaves 
- these spacloncs - encouraging the licentiousness of their 
mistresses, 'wore long hair, or, coming from foreign countries- 
for instance, from Gallicr- c01natct-,vhere long hair ,vas ahvays 
worn, they introduced this name of CO'JTLati. Tertullian speaks 
of the Ci1W1Yl1'ii (pC'J
cg'rinæ p'poceritatis), and describes them as 
foreigners, ,vith slight figures, and forming part of the suite of 
a 'VOlnan of the world. l He nlentions theln in connection ,vith 
the spadones, ,yho were ad licentiam secti, or, as S. Jerome says, 
in SCC'l(,ram libiclinem exsecti. 2 
Juvena1 3 has not forgotten to signalize these relations of 
ROluan women with eunuchs: "Sunt, quas eunuchi im belles 
et mollia selnper Oscula delectent." 
J\lartia1 4 denounces them, if possible, still more energetically. 
Perhaps these eunuchs ,yore long hair like 'VOluen in order that 
they might be called c01nati. Let us finally ren1ark, that in 
the Glossary cinera1
ius is translated by ðOvXOI) Éra{pal).5 
If this second explanation of the sixty-seventh canon if 
accepted, it can be easily imagined ,vhy it should be placed ir 
a series of canons treating of carnal sins. 


1 Tertull. Ad Uxor. lib. 2, c. 8. 
2 Hieron. Adv. .Jovinian. lib. i. 
 47, p. 277, vol. ii. ed. l\Iigne. 
3 Sat. vi. v. 366 sq. 4 bpigrarn. lib. vi. n. 67. 
I Cf. Inde;I; Latinitatis Tertull. in the ed. of Tertull. by 1tIignc, ii. 1271. 
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CAN. 68. De catecll/IPJnena ad-ultefra quæ jilÙt1n necat. 
Catechunlena, si per adulteritllll conceperit et præfocaverit, 
placuit earn in fine baptizari. 
If a catechumen should conceive by an adulterer, and should 
procure the death of the child, she can be baptized only at 
the end of her life. 


CAN. 69. De vÙ'is conjugatis postea in adulteriurn lapsis. 
Si quis forte habens uxorenl senlel fuerit lapsus, placuit 
eUlll quinquenniunl agere debere pænitentiam et sic reconciliari, 
nisi necessitas infirmitatis coegerit ante tempus dari commu- 
nionem: hoc et circa fæminas observandlull. 
Adultery COlll111itted once ,vas punishable with five years 
of penance.! 


CAN. 70. De fæminis quæ consciis mætitis adulterant. 
Si cum conscientia nlariti uxor fuerit mæchata, placuit nee 
in finem dandam ei conlffiunionem; si vero eam reliquerit, 
post decem annos accipiat communion em, si eam CUlll sciret 
adulteram aliquo tempore in donlo sua retinuit. 
If a \voman should violate conjugal fidelity with her hus- 
band's consent, the latter lllust not be admitted to communion, 
even at the end of his life. If he separated from his wife, 
after having lived \vith her at all since the sin ,vas committed, 
he ,vas to be excluded for ten years. 


CAN. 71. De st'ltprato1'ibus p'ltero1'um. 
Stupratoribus puerorum nee in finem dandam esse COIll- I 
nlunlonem. 
Sodolnites could not be admitted to comnlunion, even on 
their deathbeds. 


CAN. 72. De vicluis 1næchis St e1.tmdent postea mcwitu'J1
 
duxe'J'int. 
Si qua vidua fuerit lllæchata et elundem postea habuerit 
maritull1, post quinquennii tempus acta legitÜna pænitentia, 
placuit ealn conlmunioni reconciliari: si alium duxerit relicto 
illo, nee in finem dandam esse conlmunionem; vel si fuerit 
1 Cf. can. 47, 78. 
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ilIe fidelis quem accepit, communionem non accipiet, nisi post 
decenl annos acta legitima pænitentia, vel si infirmitas coegerit 
velocius dari cOlllmunionem. 
When a wido"w had sinned, and had married her acconlplice, 
she ,vas condemned to five years of penance; if she should 
marry another man, she could never be adn1Ïtted to com- 
Dlunion, even on her deathbed; and if her husband ,yere bap- 
tized, he was subject to a penance for ten years, for having 
married a woman ,vho, properly speaking, was no longer free. 
This canon was inserted in the Corp. jU1
. can. l 
The following canons treat of informers and false witnesses. 
CAN. 73. De clelato'ribus. 
Delator si quis extiterit fidelis, et per delationelll ejus aliquis 
fuerit proscriptus vel interfectus, plåcuit eUlll nec in finem 
accipere conlmunionem; si levior causa fuerit, intra quin- 
quennium accipere poterit communionem; si catechumenus 
fuerit, post quinquennii telnpora adillittetur ad baptismum. 
This canon has been inserted in the Cmp. j'l(;1
. can. 2 


CA
. 74. De falsis testibus. 
Falsus testis prout est crimen abstinebitur; si tamen non 
fuerit mortale quod objecit, et probaverit quod non (other 
manuscripts have dÙt) tacuerit, biennii tempore abstinebitur: 
si autem non probaverit convento clero, pIacuit per quinquen- 
nium abstineri 
Å false 'witness must be excluded from the c(nnmunion for 
a time proportionate to the crime of ,vhich he bas given false 
,vitness. Should the crime be one not punishable ,vith death, 
and if the guilty one can demonstrate that he kept silence 
for a long time (diu), that is, that he did not ,villingly bear 
,vitness, he shall be condemned to t\VO years of penance; if 
he cannot prove this, to five years. The canon is thus ex- 
plained by l\lenc1oza, Rémi Ceillier in l\!Iigne's Dictionary, 
etc., all preferring the reading dÙt. Burchard 3 had previously 
read and quoted the canon ,vith this variation, in his Co[- 
lcetio eano11/u1n. 4 But Aubespine divides it into three quite 


1 C. 7, causa xxxi. q. 1. 2 c. 6, causa v. q. 6. 

 Lib. xvi. c. 18. Cf. :Thiendoza in 1tfansi, ii. 381. 


3 He died in 1025. 
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distinct parts. The first, he says, treats of false witnesses ; 
the second, of those who are too slow in denouncing a crime. 
They must be punished, but only by t,vo years of penance, if 
they can prove that they have not (non) kept silence to the 
end. The third condemns those to five years of penance, who, 
,vithout having borne false witness, still cannot prove what 
they affirm. 1 
We confess that none of these explanations is quite satis- 
factory: the first 'would be the most easily admissible; but it is -- 
hardly possible to reconcile it with the reading non tacuerit, 
,vhich, however, is that of the best manuscripts. 


CAN. 75. De his qui sacerdotes vel ministros accusant nee 
probant. 
Si quis autem episcopum vel presbyterum vel diaconum 
falsis criminibus appetierit et pro bare non potuerit, nee in 
finem dandam ei esse communionem. 


CAN. 76. De diaconibus si ante llJono'rem peccasse probantur. 
Si quis diaconum se permiserit ordinari et postea fuerit 
detectus in crimine mortis quod aliquando commiserit, si sponte 
fuerit confess us, placuit eum acta legitima pænitentia post 
triennium accipere communionem; quod si alius eum de- 
texerit, post quinquennium acta pænitentia accipere conlIDU- 
nionem laicam de bere. 
If anyone should succeed in being ordained deacon, and it 
should be subsequently discovered that he had before that 
committed a mortal sin : 
a. In case he ,vas the first to make lmown his fault, he 
must be received into communion (as a layman) at the end 
of three years of penance. 
b. In case his sin was discovered by another, at the end of 
five years. In both cases he ,vas for ever suspended from his 
office of deacon. 2 


CAN. 77. De baptizatis q
ti nonclum conjì'rmati morÚlnt'nr. 
Si quis diaconus regens plebem sine episcopo vel presbytero 
aliquos baptizaverit, episcopus eos per benedictionem perficere 
1 In :Mansi, ii. 53. 
 Cf. canons 9, 10, and c. 2 of the Nicene Council. 
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debebit: quod si ante de sæculo recesserint, sub fide qua quiS' 
credidit poterit esse justus. 
When Christianity spread from the large towns, .where it 
had been at first established, into the country, the rural 
churches at first formed only one parish with the cathedral 
church of the town. Either priests, or C7W1
Cpiscopi, or sinlple 
deacons, were sent to these rural assemblies, to exercise, within 
certain limits, the ministerial po-wer. The solemnity of con- 
secrating the Eucharist, and all that had reference to penance,. 
was reserved for the bishop of the town. 
The 77th canon refers to such deacons, and it ordains: 
a. That baptism administered by the deacon ought to be 
completed, finished by the bishop's benediction (that is to say, 
by 'XEtpoTovta, or confirmation). 
b. That if one who had been baptized by a deacon should 
die before having received this benediction from the bishop, 
he may notwithstanding be saved, by virtue of the faith which 
he professed on receiving baptism. 


CAN. 78. Dc fidelibus cOl1;j'llgatis si c
tm J
tdæa vel gentili 
'l1
æchatæ (i) fuerint. 
Si quis fidelis habens uxorem cum Judæa vel gentili fuerit 
mæchatns, a communione arceatur: quod si alius eum de- 
texerit, post quinquennium acta legitima pænitentia poterit 
dominicæ sociari communioni. 
The 47th and 69th canons have already treated of adultery 
between Christians: the present canon speaks of a particular 
case of adultery comn1Ïtted with a Jewish or pagan,volllan, 
and decrees a penance of five years if the guilty one has not 
confessed himself. If he has made a spontaneous confession, 
the canon only gives tl1is vague and general comlnand, Arcca- 
tur, that is, that he should be excommunicated, but it does 
not say for how long a tinle: it n1Ïght be supposed for three 
years, according to the analogy with the 76th canon.! Ho,v- 
ever, it ,vould be strange that adultery ,vith a Jewish or pagan 
woman should be punished only by three years of penance, 
,vhile the 69th canon decrees, in a general ,yay, five years' 
punishment to every adulterer. It is still more difficult to 
1 This is the opinion of :Mcndoza in :Mansi, ii. 388. 
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explain why real adultery should be less severely punished in 
the 78th canon than the evidently less crinlinal offence of a 
widow with a man whom she afterwards marries. 1 


CAN. 79. De his qui tabularn lucl'ltnt. 
Si quis fidelis ale am, id est tabulam, luserit numis, pla- 
cuit eum abstineri; et si emendatus cessaverit, post annum 
poterit conlmunioni reconciliari. 
The thimbles of the ancients had not any points or figures 
upon their sides (tabula), like ours, but drawings, pictures of 
idols; and ,vhoever threw the picture of Venus, gained all, 
as Augustus says in Suetonius: 2 quos tollebat universos, q1ti 
Vcne1
em ieccfpat. It is on this account that the ancient Chris- 
tians considered the game of thimbles to be not only immoral 
as a ganle of chance, but as having an essentially pagan 
character. 3 


CAN. 80. De libm'tis. 
Prohibendum ut liberti, quorum patroni in sæculo fuerint, 
ad clerum non promoveantur. 
He who should give a slave his freedom remained his 
patron; he had certain rights and a certain influence over 
him. The freedman continued to be dependent upon his 
former master; for this reason freedmen 'v hose patrons were 
heathens could not take orders. This canon was placed in 
the Gmp. ;"1tr. can. 4 


CAN. 81. De fæmina1
um epistolis. 
Ne fæminæ suo potius absque maritorum nominibus laicis 
scribere audeant, quæ (qui) fideles sunt vel literas alicujus 
pacificas ad suum solum nomen scriptas accipiant. 
If .we should read qui instead of q'llæ, as Mendoza makes it, 
on the authority of several manuscripts, our canon is easy to 
understand. It then divides itself into two parts: 
a. W onlen must not ,vrite in their own name to lay Chris.. 


1 Cf. 72d canon. 
 In A u[J'Usto, c. 71. 
3 Cf. the document de Aleatoribus, wrongly attributed to S. Cyprian, ed. of 
the works of this Father by the Ben. of S. 
Iaur, Supplement, p. xviii. sq. 
4 C. 24, dist. live 
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tians, laicis q'lâ ficleles Bunt; they may do so only in the name 
of their husbands. 
b. They must not receive letters of friendship (pacificas) 
from anyone, addressed only to themselves. IVIendoza thinks 
that the canon means only private letters, and that it is for- 
bidden in the interests of conjugal fidelity. 
Aubespine gives quite another sense to the word litteras: he 
supposes that the Council wishes only to forbid the ,vives of 
òishops giving litteras communicatorias to Christian travellers 
in their own nanle, and that it also forbids them to receive 
such addressed to them instead of to their husbands. 1 
If ,ve read q1Ææ, ,ve must attach the words q'ltæ ficlcles B'ltnt 
to jæminæ, and the meaning continues on the whole the sanle. 
Besides these eighty-one authentic canons, some others are 
attributed to the Council of Elvira: for instance, in the 001'P' 
jur. can. (c. 17, causa xxii. q. 4; also c. 21, dist. ii. de consc- 
crat., and c. 15, causa xxii. q. 5), there is evidently a mistake 
about some of these canons, which, as Mendoza and Cardinal 
d' Aguirre have remarked,2 belong to a Synoclus Helibe'rnensis or 
Hibernensis. 3 We ,vill remark finally, that whilst Baronius 
thinks little of the Synod of Elvira, ,vhich he ,vrongfully sus- 
pects of N ovatian opinions,4 J\lendoza and N atalis Alexander 
defend it eloquently.ó 
SEC. 14. 01'igin oj the Schism of the IJonatists, and the first 
Synods lwld on this account in 312 and 313. 
The schism of the Donatists occasioned several synods at 
the beginning of the fourth century. l\lensurius was bishop 
of Carthage during Diocletian's persecution. He ,vas a ,vorthy 
and serious man, who on the one side encouraged the faithftù 
to courage and energy during the persecution, but on the other 
side strongly reproved any step ,vhich could increase the 


1 cr. 
fendoza in 
fansi, ii. 391 ; Aubespine, ibid. p. 55. 
2 l.e. p. 85. 
:3 These additional canons are found in .Mansi, ii. 19, 20. cr. also the two 
notes. 
4 See above, p. 134. 
5 
Iendoza in Mansi, l.e. ii. 76 sq., and in many places w]lere he is explain- 
ing particular canons. Natal. Alex. lIist. Eecl. sæc. 8, vol. iv. dissel t. xxi. art. 
2, p. 139 sqq. 
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irritation of the heathen. He especially blamed certain Chris- 
tians of Carthage, ,vho had denounced themselves to the heathen 
authorities as possessors of sacred books (even when this was 
not really the case), in order to obtain martyrdom by their 
refusal to give up the Holy Scriptures. Nor would he grant 
the honours of martyrdom to those ,vho, after a licentious life, 
should court martyrdom without being morally improved. 1 
1Ve see, by a letter of Mensurius, ho,v he himself behaved 
during the persecution. He relates, that ,vhen they required 
the sacred books from him, he hid them, leaving in the 
church only heretical books, ,vhich ,vere taken [nvay by the 
persecutors. The proconsul had soon discovered this cunning; 
but, however, did not wish to pursue Mensurius further. 2 
Many enemies of the bishop, especially Donatus Bishop of 
Casæ-Nigræ in Numidia, falsely interpreted ,vhat had passed: 
they pretended that Mensurius had, in fact, delivered up the 
Holy Scriptures;3 that, at any rate, he had told a sinflù false- 
hood; and they began to excite disturbance in the Church of 
Carthage. 4 However, these troubles did not take the form 
of a miserable schism till after the death of Mensurius. A 
deacon named }-"'elix, being persecuted by the heathen, took 
refuge in the house of Bishop lVlensurius. As the latter 
refused to give him up, he was taken to Rome, to ans,ver in 
person for his resistance before J\faxentius, ,vho since Diocle- 
tian's abdication had possessed himself of the imperial po,ver 
in Italy and in Africa. J\Iensurius succeeded in obtaining an 
acquittal; but he died on the ,yay back to Carthage, and before 
arriving there, in 311. 5 Two celebrated priests of Carthage, 
Botrus and Celestius, aspired to the vacant throne, and thought 
it their interest to invite to the election and ordination of the 
future bishop only the neighbouring prelates, and not those of 
Numidia. It is doubtful ,vhether this ,vas quite according to 
order. Inasmuch as Numidia formed a separate ecclesiastical 


1 August. Breviculus collation is cum Donatistis, diei üi. cap. 13, D. 25. Opp. 
vol. ix. p. 638, ell. l\Iignc. Dupin in his ed. of Optatus of 
:Iilevis, de SclÛsmate 
Donatist., Antwerp 1702, p. 174. 
S August. l.c. 
3 Cf. the article de Lapsis, by Hefele, in the Freiburger Kirchenlexicon of 
Wetzer and 'Velte, Ed. i. S. 39. 
4 August. l.c. c. 12 and 13. 5 Optat. de Sc1Ûsrn. Don. i. 17. 
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province, distinct from the province of proconsular Af1
ica, of 
,vhich Carthage ,vas the metropolis, the bishops of Nun1idia had 
no right to take part in the election of a Bishop of Carthage. 
But as the metropolitan (or, according to African language, 
the prinlate) of Carthage was in some sort the patriarch of 
the ,vhole Latin Church of Africa; and as, on this account, 
Numidia ,vas under his jurisdiction,1 the bishops of Numidia 
might take part in the appointment of a Bishop of Carthage. 
On the other side, the Donatists ,vere completely in the ,vrong, 
,vhen subsequently they pretended that the primate of Car- 
thage ought to be consecrated by that metropolitan ,vhose rank 
-was the nearest to his own (p1
il1tas, or printæ sedis epíscopUB 
or senex); consequently the new Bishop of Carthage ought to 
have been consecrated by Secundus Bishop of Tigisis, then 
metropolitan (PrÍ1nas) of Nun1Ídia: 2 and it is ,vith reason that 
S. Augustine replied to thenl in the nanle of the ,vhole 
African episcopate, during a conference held at Carthage in 
411, that even the Bishop of Rome was not consecrated by the 
primate nearest to him in rank, but by the Bishop of Ostia. 3 
The t\VO priests mentioned above found themselves deceived 
at the time of the election, which took place at Carthage: for 
the people, putting them on one side, elected Cecilian, ,vho 
had been archdeacon under J\iensurius; and Felix Bishop of 
Aptunga, suffragan of Carthage, consecrated him inlmediately.4 
The consecration was hardly ended, when some priests and 
S0111e of the laity of Carthage resolved to unite their efforts to 
ruin the ne,v bishop. On his departure for Ronle, J\fensurius 
had confided the treasures of his church to the care of some 
Christians: at the same time he had given the list of every- 
thing entrusted to them into the hands of a pious 'VOl nan, 
charging her, "in case he should not return, to remit this list 
to his successor." The woman fulfilled her commission; and 
the ne'v bishop, Cecilian, claimed the property of the church 
from those ,vith whom it had been left. This demand irritated 


1 Cf. below, can. 1 and 4 of the Council of Hippo in 393, and c. 7 of the 
Council ot Carthage of August 28, 397, "ith our observations; bcsilles, 1Viltsch, 
](irchl. GeograpMe 'llnd Statistik, Bd. i. S. 130. 
2 Cf. the observations upon the fifty-eighth canon of the Council of Elvira, p. 
162. 
3 August. l.c. c. 16, n. 29. 40ptatus, l.c. p. 17 sq. 
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them against him: they had hoped that no one ,vould have 
known of this deposit, and that they might divide it amongst 
themselves. 
Besides these laynlen, the two priests mentioned above 
arrayed themselves against Cecilian. The soul of the opposi- 
tion ,vas a very rich lady: ,vho had a great reputation for 
piety, named Lucilla, and ,vho thought she ,vas most grievously 
wronged by Cecilian. She had been in the habit, every time 
she communicated, of kissing the relics of a nlartyr not ac- 
counted such by the Church. Cecilian, ,vho ,vas at that time 
a deacon, had forbidden the ,vorship of these relics not recog- 
nised by the Church, and the pharisaical pride of the woman 
cOlùd not pardon the injury.! 
Things ,vere in this state ,vhen Secundus Bishop of Tigisis, 
in his office of episcopU_B prÍ1næ sedis of Numidia, sent a com- 
mission to Carthage to appoint a mediator (inte'}'1;entor) nomi- 
nally for the reconciliation of the parties. 2 But the commission 
,vas very partial froln the beginning: they entered into no 
relation ,vith Cecilian or his flock; but, on the contrary, took 
up their abode ,vith Lucilla,3 and consulted ,vith her ,on the 
plan to folIo, v for the overthro,v of Cecilian. The malcon- 
tents, says Optatus, then asked the N un1Ïdian bishops to come 
to Carthage to decide about the election and the consecration 
of Cecilian, and in fact Secundus of Tigisis soon appeared ,vith 
his suffragans. They took up their abode ,vith the avo,ved 
()pponents of Cecilian, and refused to take part in the assem- 
bly or synod ,vhich he ,vished to call, according to custom, to 
hear the N unlidian bishops; and, instead, they held a conci- 
liabuIu/rn of their O'Vll, at ,vhich seventy met, and in a private 
house in Carthage, before ,vhich they summoned Cecilian to 
appear (312). Cecilian did not attend, but sent ,vord " that 
if they had anything against him, the accuser had only to 
appear openly and prove it." No accusation ,vas made;4 and 
besides, they could bring for,vard nothing against Cecilian, 
except having forulerly, as archdeacon, forbidden the visiting 


- 1 Optatus, l.c. pp. 16-18. 
:I August. Ep. 44, c. 4, 11. 8, ii. 177, ed. ]'Iigne. 
8 Augustin. He'rmo 46, c. 15, 11. 39, v. 293, ed. 1\Iigne. 
40 p ta-tus, l.c. p. 18. 
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of the martyrs in prison and the taking of food to then1. 1 
Evidently, says Dupin,2 Cecilian had only follo\ved the 
counsel of S. Cyprian, in forbidding the faithful to go in 
crowds to the prisons of the martyrs, for fear of inciting the 
pagans to rene\ved acts of violence. Although Cecilian was 
perfectly right in this respect, it is l)ossible that in the appli- 
cation of the rule, right in itself, he lllay have acted ,vith 
some harshness. This is at least ,vhat we must conclude if 
only the tenth part of the accusations raised against him by 
an anonyn10us Donatist have any foundation. 3 He says, for 
instance, that Cecilian would not even allo,v parents to visit 
their captive sons and daughters, that he had taken a\vay the 
food from those ,vha wish
d to take it to the martyrs, and 
had given it to the dogs, and the like. His adversaries laid 
still greater stress on the invalidity of Cecilian's consecration
 
because his consecrator, Felix of Aptunga, had been a Tradito
 
(i.e. had given up the såcred books) during the persecution of 
Diocletian. No council had heretofore ordained that the 
sacraments were valid even when administered by heinous 
sinners; therefor
 Cecilian answered, with a sort of condescen- 
sion towards his enenries, "that if they thought that Felix 
had not rightfully ordained him, they had only themselves to 
proceed to his ordination." 4 But the bishops of Numidia did 
doubly wrong in thus setting themselves against Felix of 
Aptunga. First, the accusation of his having given up the 
sacred books was absolutely false, as was proved by a judicial 
inquiry made subsequently, in 314. The Roman officer ,vho 
had been charged to collect the sacred books at Aptunga 
attested the innocence of Felix; whilst one Ingentius, ,vho, in 
his hatred against Felix, had produced a false document to 
ruin him, confessed his guilt.S> But apart from this circum- 
stance, Secundus and his friends, ,vho had themselves given 
up the Holy Scriptures, as ,vas proved in the Synod of Cirta,f 
1 August. Brevic. collat. diei iü. c. 14, n. 26. Optat. i.e. p. 176, in Dupin't 
edition. 
2 i.e. p. 2. 3 Optat. i.e. p. 156, Dupin's ed. 
4 Optat. i.e. p. 18. August. Brevic. collat. diei iii. c. 16, n. 29. 
5 Gesta pll/rgationis Felicis, ep. .Apt. in Dupin's ed. of the works of Optat 
l.c. p. 162 sqq. 
6 See above, p. 129. 
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IUld hardly the right to judge Felix for the same offence. 
Besides, they had at this same Synod of Cirta consecrateLl 
Silvanus bishop of that place, ,vho ,vas also convicted of 
having been a Traditor. 1 Without troubling themselves with 
all these matters, or caring for the legality of their proceeding, 
the N umidians proclaimed, in their unla,vful Council, the 
deposition of Cecilian, ,vhose consecration they said was 
invalid, and elected a friend and partisan of Lucilla's, tIle 
reader fiIaiorinus, to be Bishop of Carthage. Lucilla had 
bribed the N umidian bishops, and promised to each of them 
400 pieces of gold. 2 
This done, the unlawful N umidian Council addressed a cir- 
cular letter to all the churches of Africa, in which they related 
,vhat had passed, and required that the churches should cease 
fronl all ecclesiastical communion with Cecilian. It follo,ved 
from this that, Carthage being in some sort the patriarchal 
throne of Africa, all the African provinces ,vere implicated in 
this controversy. In almost every town t,vo parties were 
formed; in many cities there were even two bishops-a Ceci- 
lian and a l\Iajorinian. Thus began tIllS unhappy schism. 
As Majorinus had been put for,vard by others, and besides as 
he died soon after his election, the schismatics did not take 
his name, but were called .Ðonatists, frolll the name of Donatus 
TIishop of Casæ Nigræ, who had much more influence than 
J\Iajorinus, and also afterwards on account of another Donatus,. 
surnamed the Great, who became the successor of J\iajorinus 
as schismatical Bishop of Carthage. Out of Africa, Cecilian 
,vas every,vhere considered the rightful bishop, and it ,vas to 
him only that letters of communion (epistolæ c01nm
tnicatoriæ) 
were addressed. 3 Constantine the Great, ,vho mean,vhile had 
conquered J\faxentius in the famous battle at the J\1ilvian 
Bridge, also recognised Cecilian, wrote to him, sent him a 
large sum of money to distribute among his priests, and 
added, " that he had heard that some unruly spirits rough t to 
trouble the Church; but that he had already charged the 
magistrates to restore order, and that Cecilian had only to 
apply to thelll for the punishment of the agitators." 4 In 
1 Optat. ed. Dupin, l.c. iii. 14, 15, 175. 2 Optat. l.c. p. 19, n. 39, and p. 173.. 
30 p tat. l.c. p. 20 and p. iv. 4 In Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 6. 

1 
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another letter, addressed to the proconsul of Africa, Anulinus, 
he exempted the clergy of the Catholic Church of Carthage, 
'" ,vhose president ,vas Cecilian," from all public taxes.! 
Soon after\vards, the opponents of Cecilian, to 'v horn many 
of the laity joined themselves, remitted two letters to the pro- 
consul of Africa, begging hinl to send thelll to the Emperor. 
Anulinus accordingly did SO.2 The title of the first letter, 
\vhich S. Augustine has preserved to us, viz. libcll'Us Ecclcsiæ 
Oatlwlicæ (that is to say, of the Donatist Church) c1'Únin'lwn 
Oæciliani,3 suffices to sho\v its tenor; the second entreated the 
Elnperor, on account of the divisions an10ng the African 
"bishops, to send judges from Gaul to decide bet\veen thmn 
and Cecilian. 4 This latter letter, preserved by Optatus,5 is 
signed by Lucian, Dignus, N asutius, Capito, Fidentius, ct 
cætcTis 
piscopis pa1.tis Donati. In his note upon this passage, 
Dupin has proved by quotations frolH this letter, as it is 
found in S. Augustine, that the original ,vas 1JCiTtis lIIaJol'ini, 
\vhich Optatus changed into Donati, according to the expres- 
sion commonly used in his time. 
\Ve see from the preceding that the Donatists deserved tIle 
reproach \vhich \vas cast upon then1, of being the first to call for 
the intervention of the civil po\ver in a purely ecclesiastical 
case; and the Emperor Constantine hin1self, \",ho \vas then in 
Gaul, openly expressed his displeasure on this subject, in a 
letter \vhich he addressed to Pope ]\lelchiades (l\liltiac1es).6 
Ho\vever, to restore peace to Africa, he charged three bishol1s 
of Galù-l\laternus of Cöln, Reticius of Autun, and l\Iarinus of 
.Arles-to make arrangements \vith the Pope and fifteen other 
Italian bishops to assemble in a synod 'which was held at 
Ron1e in 313. 


1 Euseb. Rist. Eccl. x. 7; Optat. p. 177 sq. 
2 The letter that Anulinus sent to the Emperor on tllis occasion is to be found 
in :l\Iansi, i.e. ii. 438, anù more fully in August. IIp. 88. 
3 Epist. 88. 
4 Upon this demand, see lIIÜllchel1, provo of the Cathed. of Cöln, Das e1'ste 
Ooncil V01t A1'les, in the Bonner Zeit8cl
1.ift fÜr Plâlos. u. Kat1
. Tlte(Jl. Heft V, 
S. 88 f. 
5 i.e. p. 22. 
6 Tlll
 letter is found in Euseb. Hisl. Eccl. x. 5. Dr. lIIiinchen (l.c. :pp. 90, 
39) proves by this letter, and by all Constantine's conduct, that this prince had 
no intention of mixing in thé inner afLlÍrs of the Church. 
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Synod at Bonte (313).1 
Cecilian ,vas invited to be present at this Synod, with ten 
bishops of his obedience. His adversaries ,vere to send an 
equal number; and at their head stood Donatus of Casæ 
Nigræ. The conferences began at the Lateran Palace, belong- 
ing to the Empress Fausta, on October 2, 313, and lasted 
three days. The first day Donatus and his friends ,vere first of 
all to prove their accusations against Cecilian; but they could 
produce neither ,vitnesses nor documents: those .whom Donatus 
hinlself had brought to witness against Cecilian, declared that 
they kne,v nothing against the bishop, and therefore were not 
brought for,vard by Donatus. On the contrary, it ,vas proved 
that, ,vhen Cecilian ,vas only a deacon, Donatus had excited 
divisions in Carthage; that he had re-baptized Christians ,vho 
had been baptized before; and, contrary to the rules of the 
Church, had laid hands on fallen bishops to reinstate them in 

heir offices. The second day the Donatists produced a second 
lccusation against Cecilian; but they could no more prove 
:;heir assertions than on the previous day. The continuation 
)f an inquiry already begun concerning the unla,vful Council 
)f Carthage of 312, ,vhich had deposed Cecilian, was inter- 
'upted. ÅS Donatus ,vas totally unable on the third day, as 
)n the t,vo preceding, to produce a single witness, Cecilian 'vas 
leclared innocent, and Donatus condemned on his own con- 
'ession. No judgnlent ,vas pronounced on the other bishops 
)f his party. The Synod, on the contrary, declared that if they 
vould return to the unity of the Church, they might retain 
heir thrones; that in every place ,vhere there ,vas a Cecilian 
Lnd a Donatist bishop, the one ,vho had been the longest 
Irdained should remain at the head of the Church, 'v hilst the 
younger should be set over another diocese. This decision of 
he Synod ,vas proclainled by its president the Bishop of 
lome, and communicated to the Emperor. 2 
After the close of the Synod, Donatus and Cecilian ,vere 
loth forbidden to return to Africa at once. Cecilian was de.. 


I See Constantine's letter quoted above. 
t Optat. l.c. pp. 22-24 ; August. Ep. 43 ; and Breviculus collat. Oa1.tltay. diet 
i. c. 12 sq. ; and Libell. Synod. in :Mansi, ii. 436, in Hard. v. 1499. 
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tained at Brescia for a time. Some time afterwards, however., 
Donatus obtained permission to go to Africa, but not to 
Carthage. But the Pope, or perhaps the Synod befoIe closing, 
sent t,vo bishops, Eunomius and OlYlnpius, to Africa, to pro- 
claim that that was the catholic party for which the nineteen 
bishops assenlbled at Rome had pronounced. "'\Ve see from 
this that the mission of the t,vo bishops was to promulgat(} 
the decisions of the Synod; ,ve also think, ,vith Dupin, that 
their journey, the date of which is uncertain, took place Ï1n- 
Inediately after the close of the Synod of Ronle. The two 
bishops entered into cOlnmunion ,yith Cecilian's clergy at 
Carthage; but the Donatists endeavoured to prevent the 
bishops froIl1 accomplishing their mission; and some time after, 
as Donatus had returned to Carthage, Cecilian also returned to 
his flock.! 
N e,v troubles soon agitated Africa, and the Donatists again 
brought complaints of Cecilian before the Enlperor. Irritated 
,vith their obstinacy, Constantine at first simply referred them 
to the decision of the Synod of Rome;2 and ,vhen they re- 
plied by protesting that they had not been sufficiently listened 
to at Rome, Constantine decided, first, that a n1Ïnute in- 
quiry should be made as to ,vhether Felix of Aptunga had 
really given up the Holy Scriptures (,ve have given above the 
result of this inquiry); next, that the .whole controversy 
should be definitely settled by a great assenlbly of the bishops 
of Christendom; and consequently he called the bishops of his 
empire together for the 1 st of August 314, to the Council of 
ArIes in Gaul. 


SEC. 15. Synod of Arlcs in Gcad (314).8 
Cecilian and SOlne of his friends, as ,veIl as SOl1le deputies 
of the party of the Donatists, ,vere invited to this Council 
and the officials of the enlpire ,vere charged to defray the ex- 
penses of the voyage of these bishops. Constantine speciallJ 


1 Optat. l.c. p. 25 and p. vi. 2 See OI,tat. p. 181, ed. Dupin. 
3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 5; :Mansi, l.c. ii. 463-468. The best modern wor. 
on the Council of ArIes is the dissertation of Dr. 
iünrhen, in the Bonne 
Zeit.sc1tr. already mentioned, Heft 9, S. 78 ft ; Hcft 26, S. 49 fr. ; Heft 2ï 
S. 42 if. 
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invited several bishops, amongst others the Bishop of Syra- 
cuse. I According to sonle traditions, there ,vere no fe'wer 
than 600 bishops assembled at Arles. 2 Baronius, relying on 
a false reading in S. Augustine, fixes the number at 200. 
Dupin thought there ,vere only thirty-three bishops at ArIes, 
because that is the number indicated by the title of the letter 
of the Synod addressed to Pope Silvester/ and by the list 
of persons 4 ,v hich is found in several :MSS. N ot,vithstanding 
this cOIIlparatively small number, 've may say that all the 
provinces of Constantine's enlpire ,vere represented at the 
Council. Besides these thirty-three bishops, the list of persons 
also nlentions a considerable nUIIlber of priests and deacons, 
-of ,vhom some acconlpanied their bishops, and others repre- 
sented their absent bishops as their proxies. Thus Pope Sil- 
vester ,vas represented by t\VO priests, Claudianus and Vitus, 
t,vo deacons, Eugenius and Cyriacus. 5 1\larinus of ArIes, one 
of the three judges (juclices C:J] Gallia), ,vho had been appointed 
"beforehand by the EIIlperor, appears to have presided over the 
assenlbly: at least his nalne is found first in the letter of the 
Synod. 6 With l\Iarinus the letter mentions Agræcius of Trier, 
Theodore of Aquileia, Proterius of Capua, V ocius of Lyons, 
Cecilian of Carthage, Reticius of Autun (one of the earlier 
inclices ex Gallia), AIIlbitausus (Imbetausius) of Reims, l\leroldes 
of 1\lilan, Adelfius of London, l\laternus of Cölu, Liberius of 
Emerita in Spain, and others; the last nanled having already 
been present at the Synod of Elvira. 
It is seen that a great part of "\Vestern Christendom ,vas 
represented at ArIes by some bishops; and the Emptror Con- 
stantine could truly say: "I have assembled a great number 


I Euseb. 
1i8t. Eccl. x. 5, p. 391, ed. 1\fogunt. ; ltfansi, ii. 463 sq. ; Hard. 
i. 259 sq. ; and Optat. l.c. 181 sq. eel. Dupin. 
2 
Mansi, ii. 469, not. a, et p. 473, not. z sq. 
3 In :t\Iansi, ii. 469 ; Hard. i. 261. 
4 In Mansi, ii. 476; Hard. i. 266. It must not òe forgotten that this list 
does not quite agree with the inscription of the letter to the Pope, and that 
among the thirty-three names of the synodical letter some are mentioned in the 
list of rersons only as those of rricsts who were representatives of the bisllOps. 
Cf. on this list, which Quesnel has wrongly considered as a copy of the super- 
scription of the synodical letter, the Ballerini, in their edition of the works of 
Leo the Great, Ïi. 1018 sq., e"'; ibid. 851. 
6 cr. the list of pel'SOn
3. fì In 
Iansi, 1. c. 4C9; IranI. i. 261. 
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of bisl10ps fron1 different and almost innu1l1erahle parts of the 
elllpil'e." 1 tVe may look on the assenlbly at Arles as a general 
council of the "rest (or of the Roman patriarchate ).2 It can- 
not, ho\vever, pass for an æcun1enical council, for this reason, 
that the other patriarchs did not take. any part in it, and 
indeed were not invited to it; and those of the East espe- 
cially, according to S.. Augustil1e,3 ignored ahnost entirely the 
Donatist controversy. But has not S. Augustine himself 
declared this Council to be æcun1enical 1 In order to answer 
this question in the affirn1ative, an appeal has been made to 
the second book of his treatise, De B[{ptisl1
O contl'a lJona- 
tistas/ \vhere he says: "The question relating to re-baptisnl 
,vas decided against Cyprian, in a full council of the ,vhole 
Church" (plenariu?n concilÙl/Jn, concilinm 

nive?
sæ Ecclesiæ).5 
nut it is doubtful ,vhether S. Augustine meant by that the 
Council of ArIes, or ,vhether he did not rather refer to that of 
Kicæa, accorùing to Pagi's vie\v of the case. 6 It cannot, ho\v- 
ever be denied that S. Augustine, in his forty-third letter 
(yii. No. 19), in speaking of the Council of ArIes, calls it 
plenClTiul1
 Ecclesiæ 

nivcTsæ concilÚl/Jn? Only it D1ust not be 
forgotten that the expression conciliu?ì
 plcnarÍ'lwn, or 

niversale, 
is often employed in speaking of a national council;8 and 
that in the passage quoted S. Augustine refers to the tV estern 
Church (Ecclesia 'llniversa occidcntalis), and not to the universal 
Church ('llnive?
salis) in the fullest sense. 
The deliberations of the Council of ArIes were opened on 
the 1st of August 314. Cecilian and his accusers \vere pre- 
sent; but these ,vere no more able than before to prove then 
accusations. tVe unfortunately have not in full the acts 0: 
the Council; but the synodical letter already quoted informf 
us that the accusers of Cecilian ,vere aut da1nnati aut rcpulsi 
From this information 've infer that Cecilian ,vas acquitted 
and this ,ve kno\v to have been the actual result of the Donatis 


1 Euseb. Nist. Eccl. x. 5. 

 Cf. Pagi, Grit. ad ann. 314, n. 21. 
3 Contra Crescon. lib. iv. c. 25 ; Pagi, Grit. ad ann. 314, n. 17. 
4 Cap. 9, n. 14. [) Ope1 o a, viii. 135, ed. 
Iigne. 
6 Pagi, Grit. ad ann. 314, n. 18. 7 Opera, ii. 169, ed. Migne. 
8 Cf. Pagi, 1. c. n. 19 ; and Hefele, "Das Concil van Sardika," in the TübiJ'l[l' 
Quartalsch. 1852, S. 406. Cf. also l)reviously, l)P' 3, 4. 
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controversy. The Council, in its letter to the Pope, says, 
" that it \vould have greatly desired that the Pope (Silvester) 
had been able to assist in person at the sessio
s, and that the 
judgment given against Cecilian's accusers \vould in that case 
certainly have been n10re severe." 1 The Council probably 
alluded to the favourable conditions that it had accorded to 
the Donatist bishops and priests, in case they should be recon- 
ciled to the Church. 
The letter of the Council contains no other inforn1ation 
relating to the affairs of the Donatists. At the tÏ1ne of the 
religious conference granted to the Donatists in 411, a letter 
of the African bish ops 2 ,vas read, in ,vhich they said, that, 
" dating from the con1mencement of the schism (ab ipsius 
scpa/l'ationis eX01'clio), consent had been given that every Dona- 
tist bishop \vho should becolne reconciled to the Church should 
alternately exercise the episcopal jurisdiction with the Catholic 
bishop: that if either of the two died, the survivor should 
be his sole successor; but in the case in \vhich a church did not 
,yish to have bvo bishops, both ,vere to resign, and a ne\v one 
,yas to be elected." From these ,vords, ab ipsÍ1ts scparationis 
cxoTclio, Tillemont 3 concluded that it is to the Synod of ArIes 
that this decision should be referred; for, as \ve have already 
seen,4 other proposals of reconciliation were n1ade at Ron1e. 
It is not kno\vn \vhether the Synod of Arles decided anything 
else in the n1atter of the Donatists. But it is evident that 
bYo, perhaps three, of its t\venty-t\VO canons (Nos. 13, 14, 
and 8), refer to the schisnl of the ..A.frican Church, \vhich \ve 
shall sho\v in exalnining them one by one. 
The Synod of ArIes \vas not satisfied, as their synodal letter 
t811s us, nlerely to exan1ine and judge the business of the 
Donatists: it \vished to lend its assistance in other points 
relating to the necessities of the -Church, especially to solve 
the paschal controversy, the question of the baptism of heretics, 


1 Mansi, ii. 469 ; Hard. i. 262. 
2 It is the 128th CI)isile among those of S. Augustine, ii. 489, cd. lIIigne. 
Cf. Brev. collat. diei i. c. 5, p. 615, t. ix. ed. lIIigne; et Optat. 250, ed. 
Dupin. 
3 J.l[emoÏ1'es, t. vi. in the Diss. su'}' les Donatistes, art. xxi. p. 21, ed. Brnx. 
1732. 
4 Above, p. 179. 
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and to promulgate various rules for discipline. Convinced 
that it acted uñder the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, it used 
the formula, Placuit e'lYJo, p'ræsente Spiritu sancto et angclis ('jus; 
and begged the Pope, ,vho had the governnlent of the larger 
diocese (1naJoris cliæccseos gubernacula) under his control, to pro- 
mulgate its decrees universally.l The Synod also sent him the 
complete collection of its t,venty-two canons, ,vhile in the 
letter previously quoted it had given only a short extract from 
them: consequently it nlay be 11laintained, ,vith the brothers 
Ballerini, 2 that the Synod addressed t,vo letters to the Pope, 
of ,vhich the first, conlmencing ,vith the enumeration of the 
bishops present, d,velt chiefly on the affairs of the Donatists, 
and gave but a short sketch of the other decisions; ,vhile the 
second included literally and exclusively all the decrees, and 
addressed itself to the Pope only in the ,vords of introduction, 
and in the first canon. The Benedictines of S. J\faur have 
published the best text of this second synodical letter, and of 
the canons of the Council of ArIes, in the first volu111e of their 
Collcctio conciliorunt Galliæ of 1789, of \vhich the sequel un- 
fortunately has not appeared. 3 vVe shall adopt this text: 
Domino sanctissimo fratri Silvestro 1\1arinus vel cætus epis- 
coporum qui adunati fuerunt in oppido Arelatensi. Quid de- 
crevinlus communi consilio caritati tuæ significanlus, ut omnes 
sciant quid in futurunl observare debeant. 


. CAN. 1. Ut 
{;no die et te1npore Pascha celcbrctllr. 
PrÏ1no loco de observatione Paschæ Don1Ìni, ut uno die et 
uno tempore per omnem orbenl a nobis observetur et juxta 
consuetudinem literas ad Olllnes tu dirigas. 
By this canon the Council of ArIes wished to make the 
Roman conlputation of tÌ1ne ,vith regard to Easter the rule 
every\vhere, and consequently to abolish that of Alexandria, 
and all others that might differ from it, taking for granted that 
the bishops of the Council knew the difference that existed 


1 In :Mansi, Ïi. 469 ; Hard. i. 261 sq. 
2 In their edition of the works of Leo the Great, ii. 1019. 
3 Reprinted in Bruns' Bibliotheca ecclesiastica, vol. i. P. ii. p. 107. The pas- 
sage, as given less accurately in the ancien.t collections of councils, is founù in 
Mansi, ii. 471 sq., Hard. i. 263 sq 



SYXOD OF ARLES IX GALL. 


185 


òet\veen these and the Ronlan computation. 'Ve will not 
here give the details relating to the paschal controversy, but 
further on in the history of the Council of Nicæa, so as the 
better to grasp the whole meaning? 


CAN. 2. Ut 'ltbi quisque ordinatur ibi permaneat. 
De his qui in quibuscumque locis ordinati fuerint ministri, 
in ipsis locis perseverent. 
The t\venty-first canon contains the same decision, with 
this difference, that the fornler speaks only of the inferior 
ministers of the Church (rninistr
), \vhile the latter speaks of 
the priests and deacons; and both express the vie\v of the 
ancient Church, in accordance ,vith which an ecclesiastic at- 
tached to one church ought not to change to another. We 
find the same prohibition even in the apostolic canons (Nos. 
13 and 14, or 14 and 15); and in the fifteenth canon of 
Nicæa. It is questioned ,yhether this canon of ..A..rles forbids 
only passing fronl one diocese to another, or if it forbade 
11loving from one church to another in the same diocese. Dr. 
l\IÜnchen understood the canon in the latter sense, founding 
his opinion on the seventy-seventh canon of the Synod of 
Eh-ira,2 ,vhich sho\vs that each church in a diocese had its 
()\vn nlinister. 3 Of course the prohibition as to a change of 
churches in the sanle diocese, necessarily applies to moving 
from one diocese to another. 


CAN. 3. Ut qui in pace arma proficÚtnt cxcmnmrnnicent'ltr. 
De his qui arma projiciunt in pace, placuit abstineri eos a 
comnulnione. 
This canon has been interpreted in no less than four ,vays. 
Ivo of Chartres read, instead of in pace, in prpælio; and an 
ancient nlanuscript, ,vhich ,vas compared by Surius, read in 
1Jello. In this case the sense would be: "He 'v ho thro\vs 
down his arillS in 'val' is excommunicated." Sirmond tried a 
second explanation, taking the vie\v that arma projicere is not 


1 Cf. the diss. of Hefele, Oste1-jeierstreit (Controversy on the subject of the 
Easter Feast), in the F'reibU1.ger ]{irchenlexicon, Bd. vii. S. 871 ff. 

 In ills diss. already quoted, in the Bonner Zeitschrift, Heft 26, S. 61 ff. 
3 Cf. above, p. 170. 
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synonyn10us ,vith aT1nn aòjiceTe, and signifies ctnna in alÙlJn 
conjicere. 1 Thus, according to hin1, the canon forbids the use 
of arms except in case of war. Dr. München has developed 
this explanation, by applying the sentence aTl1
a JJ1'>ojice1'>e i1'b 
pace to the fights of the gladiators, and he has considered this 
canon as a prohibition of these games. Constantine the Great, 
he says, forbade on the 1st October 325 the gan1es of the 
gladiators in nearly the same terms: OTuentCt spectacula in otio 
civili et dmnestica qltiete non placent; quaproptcT o1nnino glacli- 
ato1'>CS esse prohibmn'lls. Besides these, adds J\Iünchen, the t,vo 
follo,ving canons are directed against the spcctacula
 ,y}:icl1 
,vere so odious to the early Christians; and this connection 
also justifies the opinion that canon 3 refers to the spectacl.lla, 
that is to say, to the fights of the gladiators. 2 Aubespine has 
tried a fourth explanation. ]\iany Christians, says he, under 
the pagan emperors, had religious scruples ,vith regard to 
military service, and positively refused to take arlllS, or else 
deserted. The Synod, in considering the changes introduced by 
Constantine, set forth the obligation that Christians have to 
serve in war, and that because the Church is at peace (in pace) 
under a prince friendly to Christians. 3 This explanation has 
been adopted, amongst others, by Rémi Ceillier,4 by Herbst,5 in 
the JJictionnaÙ'>e des concilcs of Abbé l\1igne,6 and in Abbé 
Guetté's recently published HistoÍ1'>e de l'égh"sc de F1Ylnce. 7 'Ve, 
ho\vever" prefer Dr. l\1:ünchen's vie\v of the l1latter. 


CAN. 4. Ut a'llri[jæ clU1n agitant excmn1n'nnicc11Þnr. 
De agitatoribus qui fideles Bunt, placuit eos quamdiu agi- 
tant a communione separari. 
These agitators are the jockeys and groon1s of the courses, 
identical \vith the a
trigæ of the sixty-second canon of the 
Council of Elvira. In the same "ray that the preceding 
canon interdicted the gan1es of the gladiators, ."rhich ,vere 
celebrated in the amphitheatre, so thjs prohibits the racing of 
horses and chariots, \vhich took place in the circus. 


1 
Iansi, ii. 481 sq. 2 l\Iiinchen, in tJle diss. quoted above. 
3 See the notes of Aubespine, in l\Iansi, ii. 492. 
4 
Iistoire des a'lltew's sacrés, iii. 705. :; Tiw. Qlla'J.talsckrift, 1821, S. 666. 
6 T. i. p. 199. Paris 1847. 7 T. i. p. 64-. P:lris IS!7. 
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CA.N. 5.. Ut tlwat1'ici quanulÍ1f1 agunt excol1un'l-lnicent
[r. 
De theatricis, et ipsos placuit quall1d.iu agunt a conununione 
separarl. 
This canon excolnmunicates those 'who are employed in the 
theatres.! 


CAN. 6. Ut in infiT7ìtitcde conversi ')nan
tS i7ìtpositione1ì
 
accipiant. 
De his qui in infirn1itate credere volunt, placuit iis debere 
manunl imponi. 
The thirty-ninth canon of Elvira expresses itself in the 
same manner; and in con1menting 2 upon it, ,ve have said that 
the ,vords manum imponi ,vere understood by one party as a 
simple ceremony of admission to the order of catechunlens 
yáthout baptism; by others, especially by Dr. MÜnchen, as 
expressing the administration of confirmation. 


CAN. 7. De ficlelibus q1ti præsides fiunt vel rem p,ublicam 
agere vol unto 
De præsidibus qui fideles ad præsidatum prosiliunt, placuit 
ut cum promoti fuerint literas accipiant ecclesiasticas com- 
lllunicatorias, ita tamen ut in quibuscumque locis gesseril1t, 
ab episcopo ejusdem loci cura illis agatur, et cum cæperint 
contra disciplinam agere, tum demum a communi one exclu- 
dantur. Similiter et de his qui renlpublicam agere volunt. 
Like the preceding one, this canon repeats a similar statute 
of the Synod of Elvira. The fifty-sixth canon of Elvira had 
decreed that a Christian invested with a public office should 
abstain from appearing in church during the term of these 
duties, because these necessarily brought him into contact 
'with paganism. 3 But since the Council of Elvira an essential 
change had taken place. Constantine had himself gone over 
to Christianity; the Church had obtained full liberty ; and if 
even before this time Christians had often been invested with 
public offices,4 this ,vould henceforth be much more frequently 


I On this hatretl of the first Christians for the stage and gaming, cf. Tw. 
Quartalschrift, 1841, S. 396 ff. 
2 Above, p. 153 f. 3 See above, p. 161- 
4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. viii. 1. 



188 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


the case. It was necessary that, under a Christian emperor 
and altered circun1stances, the ancient rigour should be re- 
laxed, and it is for this reason that the canon of ArIes modi- 
:fled the decree of Elvira. If a Christian, it says, becomes 
præses, that is to say, governor, he is not, as heretofore, obliged 
to absent himself from church; on the contrary, letters of 
recon1u1endation will be given him to the bishop of the 
country 'v hich is entrusted to his care (the governors were 
sent out of their native country, that they nlÎght rule more 
impartially). The bishop ,vas bound to extend his care over 
him, that is to say, to watch over hin1, assist him ,vith his 
advice, that he might commit no injustice in an office ,vhich 
included the fitS gladii. If he did not listen to the ,varnings 
of the bishop, if he really violated Christian discipline, then 
only was he to be excluded from the Church. The same line 
of conduct was adhered to in regard of the nlunicipal authori- 
ties as tovvards the in1perial officers. 1 Baronius has erroneously 
interpreted this canon, in nlaking it exclude heretics and 
schismatics from holding public offices. 2 


CAN. 8. De baptisn
o eoru?n q
ti ab hæresi conve?'turd1.tr. 
De Afris quod propria lege sua utuntur ut re baptizent, 
placuit ut si ad Ecclesiam aliquis de hæresi venerit, interro- 
gent eum symbolum; et si perviderint eum in Patre et }'ilio 
et Spiritu sancto esse baptizatum, nla.nus ei tantum imponatur 
ut accipiat Spiritunl sanctum. Quod si interrogatus non re- 
sponderit hanc Trinitatem, baptizetur. 
We have already seen 3 that several African synods, held 
under Agrippinus and Cyprian, ordered that ,vhoever had been 
baptized by a heretic, ,vas to be l'e-baptized on re-entering the 
Church. The Council of Arles abolished this law (lex) of the 
Africans, and decreed that one ,vho had received baptism 
from heretics in the nanle of the holy Trinity was not to be 
1 Cf. Dr. :MÜnchen, l.c. Heft 27, S. 42; ltIigne, Diet. des Concil. i. 193. 
2 Baron. atl an. 314, n. 57. The opinion of Baronins (ibid. No. 53), that 
Constantine was present at the Council of Arles, is not defensible. He thinks 
thi3 conclusion can be drawn from a text of Eusebius (Vita Const. i. 44) ; but 
this passage speaks only in general terms of the presence of the Emperor at the 
Council, and. evidently refers to the Council of Nicæa. 
3 Pp. 86, 98 ff. 
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again baptized, but sinlply to receive the inlposition of hands, 
'ut accipiat Spiritum sanctu17
. Thus, as ,ve have already said,l 
the imposition of hands on those converted ,vas acl pænitentia17L 
and ad COnfiT'lnationc17t. The Council of ArIes pronlulgated in 
this eighth canon the rule that has al"rays been in force, and 
is still preserved in our time, ,vith regard to baptism con- 
ferred by heretics: it ,vas adopted and rene,ved by the nine- 
teenth canon of the illcumenical Council of Nicæa. 2 
In several :MSS. Arianis is read instead of A/Tis,. 3 but it is 
kno,vn that at the time of the first Synod of ArIes the sect of 
the Arians did not yet exist. Binius has thought, and perhaps 
,vith some re8.son, that this canon alluded to the Donatists, 
and ,vas intended to refute their opinion on the ordination of 
Cecilian by Felix of Aptunga, by laying do,vn this general 
principle: "That a sacrament is valid, even vvhen it has been 
conferred by an un,vorthy Ininister." There is, ho,vever, no . 
trace of an allusion to the Donatists: it is the thirteenth canon 
,vhich clearly settles the particular case of the Donatists, as 
to ,vhether a TTClclitor, one ,vho has delivered up the Holy 
Scriptures, can validly ordain. 


CAN. 9. Ut qui confessor
(;1n litteras affcJ'u;nt, alias ac- 
cipiant. 
De his qui confessorum literas afferunt, placuit ut subIa tis 
iis Iiteris alias accipiant communicatorias. 
This canon is a repetition of the t,venty-fifth canon of the 
Synod of Elvira. 4 


CAN. 10. Ut is C1. f i1.tS l.lXO')' aduiteraverit aliam illa vivente non 
accipiat. 
De his qui conjuges suas in adulterio deprehendunt, et 
iidem sunt adolescentes fideles et prohihentur nubere, placuit 
ut in quantum possit consilium iis detur, ne viventibus uxori- 
bus suis licet adulteris alias accipiant. 
In reference to the ninth canon of Elvha, the Synod of 


1 P. 113. 
2 Cf. also the pretended seventh canon of the second CEcumeni:::al Council of 
Constantinople in 381. 
3 Mansi, ii. 472. 4 Cf. aùove, p. 146. 
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Arles has in vie\v sinlply the case of a 111an putting a\vay his 
adulterous \,rife; \vhilst, on the contrary, the Council of Elvira 
refers to the case of a "Toman leaving her adulterous husband. 
In both cases the t\VO Councils alike depart from the existing 
civilla\v,1 by refusing to the innocent party the right of 111arry- 
ing again. / But there is the note\vorthy difference, that the 
right of re-marrying is forbidden to the woman, under penalty 
" of permanent excommunication (can. 9 of Elvira); \vhile the 
man is only strongly advised (in quantu1'it possit consilÍ1.t1n iîs 
dct?(;?
) not to ll1arry again. Even in this case marriage is not 
allo\ved, as is sho\vn by the expression et 1JTohibentur n
lbc?'c. 
This Synod \vill not allow that \vhich has been forbidden, but 
only abstains from imposing ecclesiastical penance. Why is it 
more considerate to the luan? Undoubtedly because the 
existing civil law gave greater liberty to the husband than to 
the \vife, and did not regard the connection of a man'ied ll1an 
\vith an unmarried \voman as adultery.2 
It 111ay be observed that Petavius,3 instead of et p1'o7
ibcntur 
nubc?'c, prefers to read et non pTohibcntl.lr 'J1/ubc1'e, which \vould 
mean that, \vhile they \vere not prohibited fron1 marrying, they 
should be strongly recolnmended not to do so. 


CAN. 11. ])e puellis quæ gcntilibus jl.lngunhtr. 
De puellis fidelibus quæ gentilibus junguntur placuit, ut 
aliquanto telnpore a conll11unione separentur. 
This canon is evidently related to the fifteenth canon of 
Elvira, \vith, ho\vever, this difference, that the canon of Elvira 
chiefly relates to the parents, \vhile that of ArIes rather con- 
cerns daughters. This, too, enforces a penalty, \vhich the 
other does not. 4 


CAN. 12. Ut clerici fænc?yltm'cs eXcorJ
1n
tnicent
tr. 
De ll1inistris qui fænerant, placuit eos juxta formam divini- 
tus datam a communione abstineri. 
1 Fr. q. D. de Divort. (24. 2); 
füncJlen, l. c. S. 58. 
2 Con st. c. i. ad leg. Tul. (9. 9); 
Iünchen, l.c. S. 58. It was not until the 
:rear 449 that the position of man and wife was put on the same footing in this 
respect. 
3 In his ed. of Epiphanius, Hæres. 59, c. 3, t. ii. al)p. p. 255. 
4 Cf. JUünchen, l.c. S. 63. 
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This canon is ahnost literally identical with the first part of 
the t\ventieth canon of Elvira.! 


CAN. 13. Dc iis qui SC'J"iptU/ras saCTClS, vasa dontinica, vel 
non
ina fratr
t1n t'J"adidisse dicltntu/r. 
De his qui Scripturas sanctas tradidisse dicuntur vel vasa 
dOlninica vel nomina fratrum suorunl, placuit nobis ut qui- 
cumque eorlun ex actis publicis fuerit detectus, non verbis 
nuc1is, ab ordine cIeri anloveatur; nanl si iidem aliquos ordi- 
nasse fuerint deprehensi, et hi quos orclinaverunt rationales 
subsistunt, non illis obsit ordina
io. Et quollianl llluiti sunt 
qui contra ecclesiasticanl reglùanl pugnare videntur et per 
testes redenlptos put ant se ad accusationenl adnlitti debere, 
onlnino non admittantlu', nisi, ut supra dixinlus, actis publicis 
docuerint. 
The Emperor Diocletian had ordered, by his first edict for 
persecution in 303, first, that all the churches 'v ere to be 
destroyed; secondly, that all sacred books 'v ere to be burnt; 
thirdly, that Christians \vere to be deprived of all rights and 
all honours; and that ,vhen they were slaves, they ,vere to be 
declared incapable of acquiring liberty.2 Consequently Chris- 
tians ,vere every\vhere required to give up the holy books to 
be burnt, and the sacred vases to be confiscated by the trea- 
sury (ad fiscurn). This canon mentions these two delllands, 
and, besides these, the tí
aditio 'nmninlt1n. It may be that, 
according to the first edict, SOllle Christians, and especially the 
l)ishops, ,vere required to ren1Ït the lists of the faithful be- 
longing to their dioceses, in order to subject them to the de- 
cree ,vhich deprived thenl of all rights and honour. However, 
Dr. 1\IÜnchen 3 thinks that the traditio 'iw1nin/lt1n ,vas first in- 
troduced in consequence of Diocletian's second edict. This 
edict ordered that all ecclesiastics should be inlprisoned, and 
compelled to sacrifice. l\Iany tried to escape the danger by 
flight; but it also happened that nlany \vere betrayed, and 
their nanles (n01nina fratTllrn) given up to the heathen. The 
thirteenth canon orders the deposition of these T1'aclitm'es, if 


1 Cf. 
Iiillchen, l.c. S. 65. 
2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. viii. 2; Lactant. de .J} o'rtibus persec. c. Z. 
8 ?
. S. 70. 
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they are ecclesiastics. But this penalty 'was only to be in.. 
flicted in case the offence of t1'aclitio ,vas proved, not merely 
by private denunciations (ve1 1 bis n'llclis), but by the public 
la,vs, by'writings signed by officers of justice (ex actis publicis), 
,vhich the ROlnan officers had to dra,v up in executing the 
Enlperor's edict. 
The Synod occupied itself ,vith this question: "'Yhat 
must be done if a traclit01" bishop has ordained clergy?" 
This ,vas precisely the principal question in the contro- 
versy ,vith the Donatists; and the Synod decided "that the 
ordination should be valid, that is, that ,yhoever should be 
ordained by such a bishop should not suffer from it" (non 
illis obsit ordinatio). This part of the passage is very plain, 
and clearly indicates the solution given by the Council; but 
the preceding ,vords, ct ld, quos orclinat'c1'Ztnt, 'rationales sub- 
sistunt, are difficult to explain. They may very ,yell ll1ean, 
"If those ,vho have been ordained by them are ,vorthy, and fit 
to receive holy orders;" but "
e read in a certain number of 
1\188., et de his, quos ordinaverint, 1 1 atio subsist it, that is to say, 
" If those are in question who have been ordained by them." 
This canon has another conclusion ,vhich touches the Dona- 
tist controversy; nanlely: "Accusers ,yho, contrary to all the 
Church's rules, procured paid ,yitnesses to prove their accusa- 
tions, as the adversaries of Felix of Aptunga have done, ought 
not at all to be heard if they cannot prove their complaints by 
the public acts." 


CAN. 14. Ut q1ti falso accusant f1'atres suos usque ad exiÜt1n 
excom'J1
1tnicentur. 
De his qui falso accusant fratres snos, placuit eos usque ad 
exitunl non communicare. 
This canon is the sequel to the preceding: "If it is proved 
that anyone has nlade a positively false and unw'arrantable 
accusation against another (as a tJ 1 aditor), such a person ,viH 
be excommunicated to the end of his life." This canon is 
,vorded in so general a nlanner, that it not only embraces the 
false denunciations on the particular case of the t1'aditio, but 
all false denunciations in general, as the seventy-fifth canon of 
the Synod of Elvira had already done. 
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C.\.x. 15. Ut cliaconcs non offcrant. 
De diaconibus quos cognovimus multis locis offerre, placuit 
Inininle fieri de bere. 
During the persecution of Diocletian, a certain number of 
deacons seem to have assunled to thenlselves the right of offer- 
ing the holy sacrifice, éspecially ,vhen there 'vas no bishop or 
priest at hand. The Synod of ArIes prohibited this. It w"ill be 
seen that in this canon we translate offcrrc as 
'to offer the 
holy sacrifice," in the sanle sense as this ,vord is used in the 
nineteenth canon. Binterinl 1 gives another interpretation. 
By OffC1 1 1 1 C he understands the administration of the Eucharist 
to the faithful; and he explains the canon in this sense: "The 
deacons ought not to administer the comlnunion to the faith- 
ful in various places, but only in the churches ,vhich are 
assigned to thenl." \Ve must allo,v that offerrc has sonletinles 
this n1eaning; for exalnple, in S. Cyprian, dc Lapsis: SolerJ
- 
nib'lls adÙnplctis calice1n diacol1/us offi1'rc præsent'ibus cæpit; but, 
a. It is difficult to suppose that the Synod of ArIes should 
have enlployed the expression OffCT1 1 C in two senses so essen- 
tially different-in the fifteenth canon, where it ,vould mean to 
ad1ninister the Eucharist, and in the nineteenth canon, ,vhere 
it ,vould mean to offer the holy sacrifice-"without having in 
either pointed out this difference more clearly. 
b. The Synod evidently ,vished to put an end to a serious 
al)use, as it says, lIIin'ime fiC1 1 i dcbere. N o,v it could not have 
"been a very grave offence on the part of the deacC?ns, if, in 
consequence .of the ,vant of clergy, they had administered the 
comnlunion in several places: after all, they would only have 
done ,vhat they performed ex officio in their own churches. 2 


CAN. 16. Ut ubi quisque fuit excomm
tnicatus, ibi comrJ

t- 
nionem conscq1tcttnr. 
De his qui pro delicto suo a communione separantur, 
placuit ut in quibuscumque locis fuerint exclusi in iisdenl 
communionem conseq uantur. 
The fifty-third canon of the Synod of Elvira had already 


1 lIIemorcr}Jilia, t. i. P. i. p. 360. 
2 Cf. our observations on the eighteenth canon of Nicæa, and the discussion 
()f Dr. 
lünchen, l.c. p. 76. 


N 
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given the same order. This canon should be compared \vitI1 
the fifth canon of the Synod of Nicæa, the second and sL"'{th 
of Antioch (in 341), and with the sixteenth of Sardica. 


CAN. 17. Ut n
Ûlus episcopu,s alium conculcct episcopum. 
U t nullus episcopus alium episcopUlll inculcet. 
A bishop could in many ways inconvenience, molest (in- 
cuica?e) a colleague; especially- 
a. If he allo\ved hinlself to exercise various episcopal func- 
tions in any diocese other than his o\vn; for exanlple, to 
ordain clergy, \vhich the Synod of Antiqch forbade, in 341, 
by its thirteenth canon. 
b. If he stayed a long tinle in a strange to\vn, if he 
preached there, and so thre"w into the shade the "bishop of the 
place, \v ho nlight be less able, less learned than hinlself.) for 
the sake of obtaining the other's see; which the eleventh 
canon (fourteenth in Latin) of Sardica also forbids. 


CAN. 18. De diaconib'tts u1'bicis ut sine conscientia presbyte- 
'}"orum nihil agant. 
De diaconibus urbicis ut non sibi tantum præsumant, sed 
honorem presbyteris reservent, ut sine conscientia ipsorulll 
nihil tale faciant. 
The canon does not tell ns in "what these usurpations of 
the to\vn 1 deacons consisted (in opposition to the deacons 
of the country churches, who, being farther fronl the bishop, 
had less influence). The words horwTc1n '[J1"esbyteris '}.eser
'ent 
seenl to Ï1nply that the Council of ArIes referred to the 
deacons 'v ho, according to the evidence of the Council of 
Nicæa, forgot their inferiority to the priests, and took rank 
and place anlongst thenl, \vhich the Synod of Nicæa 2 also for- 
bade. The Synod of Laodicæa also found it necessary to 
order deacons to remain standing in the presence of priests, 
unless invited to sit down. The last words of our canon 


1 The deacons of the city of Rome were the particular invaders, as Jerome 
testifies (Epist. 85, ad E'iJag'riurn). Cf. Van Espen, Cornmenta'ri'lls in can ones et 
decreta, etc. (Colon. 1755), p. 101, in the scholia on the eighteenth canon 01 
Nicæa. 
I lee. 
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indicate that here also the allusion is to the functions that 
deacons ,vere generally authorized to exercise in virtue of 
their charge, such as baptizing and preaching, but ,vhich they 
,vere not to discharge unless ,vith the consent of the priests 
'v ho ,vere set over them. 


CAN. 19. Ut pe'rcgTinis episcopis locus sac1
ificandi detuT. 
De episcopis peregrinis qui in urbelll solent venire, placuit 
iis locum dare ut offerant. 
The seventeenth canon having forbidden bishops to exercise 
episcopal functions in a strange diocese, the nineteenth canon 
declares that the celebration of the holy sacrifice is not com- 
prised in this prohibition, and consequently that a bishop 
should be allo\ved to offer the holy sacrifice in a strange 
diocese, or, as we should say, should be pern1itted to say 

1ass. 


CAN. 2 O. Ut sine tribus cpiscopis n'Ullus episcopus ordin.et'ltT. 
De his qui usurpant sibi quod soli debeant episcopos 
orc1inare, placuit ut nnllus hoc sibi præsumat nisi assun1ptis 
seCUln aliis septem episcopis. Si tamen non potuerit septem, 
infra tres non audeat ordinare. 
The Synod of Nicæa, canon 4, made the same regulation, 
that all bishops should not singly ordain another bishop, and 
?!,ders that there be at least three bishops for this purpose.! 
CAN. 21. Ut presbytc1
i aut diacones q
li ad alia loca se 
t1y(nsfer'ltnt dcponantur. 
De presbyteris aut diaconibus qui solent dimittere loca 
3ua in q uibus ordinati sunt et ad alia loca se transferunt, 
9lacuit ut iis locis nlÏnistrent quibus præfixi sunt. Quod si 
'elictis locis suis ad aliulll se locum transferre voluerint, de- 
)onantur. 
Cf. the second canon, above, p. 185. 


CAN. 22. De apostatis q'lti in injir1nitate c01n1nunionem 
pet'll nt. 
De his qui apostatant et nnnqnalll se ad ecclesiam repræ- 
1 See, further on, our remarks on the fourth canon of Nicæa. 
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sentant, ne quic1em pænitentian1 agere quærunt, et postea in- 
firmitate accepti petunt communionem, placuit iis non dandam 
communionem nisi revaluerint et egerint dignos fructus pæni- 
tentiæ. 
The Council of Nicæa, in its thirteenth canon, softened this 
order, and allo,ved the holy communion to be adnlinistered to 
all sinners at the point of death ,vho should desire it. 
Besides these twenty - two canons of the first Synod of 
ArIes, ,vhich are certainly genuine, J\1:ansi found six In ore in 
a MS. at Lucca. He thought, ho'wever, that these last must 
have been decreed by another Council of ArIes. They are 
the follo,ving :- 


CAN. 1 (24).1 
Placuit ut quantum potest inhibeatur viro, ne dinlissa 
uxore vivente liceat ut aliam ducat super ealn: quiCUIl1que 
autem fecerit alienus erit a catholica communione. 


CAN. 2 (25). 
Placuit ut mulierem corruptaln clericus non ducat UXOrelìl, 
vel is, qui laicus mulierem corruptam duxerit, non admittatur 
ad clerum. 


CAN. 3 (26). 
De aliena ecclesia clericum ordinare alibi nullus episcopus 
usurpet; quod si fecerit, sciat se esse judicandum cum inter 
fratres de hoc fuerit appetitus. 


CAN. 4 (27). 
Abstentuln cIeri cum alterius ecclesiæ alia non ac1nljttat; 
sed pacem in ecclesia inter fratres simplicem tenere cognoscat. 


CAN. 5 (28). 
Venientem de Donatistis vel de Montensibus per manus 
impositionis suscipia:çtur, ex eo quod contra ecclesiasticlUll 
ordinem baptizare videntur. 


1 This :MS. of IJucca divides the twenty-two genuine canons of ArIes int( 
twellty-tlll'cc, and consequently counts the first of the slnu'ious canons as thl 
twenty -fourth. 
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CAN. 6 (29). 
Præterea, quod dignu111, pudicum et honestum est, sua- 
demus fratribus ut sacerdotes et levitæ cum uxoribus suis 
non coeant, quia ministerio quotidiano occupantur. QUiCUlll- 
que contra hanc constitutionem fecerit, a clericatus honoTe 
deponatur. 
If we consider, again, the occasion of this Synod-namely, 
the schisln of the Donatists-\ve see that as soon as the 
Synod had pronounced its SGntence upon thenl, they appealed 
anew to the Elnperor, \vhile the Catholic bishops asked per- 
Inission of him to return to their honles. Constantine there- 
upon ,vrote a. beautiful and touching letter to the bishops, 
thanking God for His goodness to hiln, and the bishops for 
the equitable and conciliatory judgment that tl1ey had pro- 
nounced. He complained of the perverseness, the pride, and 
:>bstinacy of the Donatists, ,vho \vould not have peace, but ap- 
pealed to hinl from the judgment of the Church, ,vhen the sen- 

ence of the priests ought to be regarded as that of the Lord 
Himself (sacc1
dotnl1t jucliciunt ita debet habcri, ac si ipse D01ni- 
HlS 'pesiclcns iudicet). "'Vhat audacity, ,vhat madness, ,vhat 
'olly !" he exclaims; "they have appealed from it like 
lCathens." At the end of his letter he prays the bishops, 
Jter Christ's exanlple, to have yet a little patience, and to stay 
orne tÌ1ne longer at Arles, so as to try and reclaÜn these 111is- 
;uided Inen. If this last attempt failed, they l11Ìght return to 
heir dioceses; and he prayed theln to relnember him, that 
he Saviour might have mercy upon 11Ìn1. He said that he 
ad ordered the officers of the elnpire to send the refractory 

Oln ArIes, and from Africa as ,yell, to his court, ,vhere great 
3verity 1 a\vaited them. 
These threats caused a great nU111ber of Donatists to return 
) the Church; others persevered in their obstinacy,2 and, 

cording to Co.nstantine's order, 'v ere brought to the ilnperial 
)urt. Fronl that tin1e there .was no longer any occasion for 
le Catholic bishops to r
lnain at Arles, and in all probabi- 
ty they returned to their dioceses. Arrived at court, the 
onatists again prayed tht EUlperor to judge their cause hÍIn- 
1 In Hartl. i. 268 ; :Mansi, ii. 4ï7 ; et Optatus l\Iile\
. 184, ed. Dupin. 
51 cr. August. Eplst. 88, 11. 3. 
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self. Constantine at first refused, but, for reasons ,vith which 
\ve are not acquainted,! ended by consenting to their demand. 
He sumnloned Cecilian, the Catholic Bishop of Carthage, as 
well as his Donatist adversaries, to appear before him at Rome, 
where he was staying, in August 315. Ingentius, the false 
accuser of Felix of Aptunga, was to be there 2 to prove to the 
Donatists that they had improperly calletl in question the 
consecration of Cecilian; but Cecilia
; for some Unlûl0\Vn 
reason, did not appear. S. Augustine himself did not know 
why; 8 and the Donatists profited by this circumstance, and 
urged the Emperor to condenln Cecilian for disobedience. 
Constantine, however, contented himself ,yith granting him a 
delay, at the end of 'which Cecilian was to appear at l\1ilan, 
\vhich so exasperated many of the Donatists, that they fled 
fronl the court to Africa. The Elnperor for some time thought 
of going himself into Africa to judge the cause of the Donatists 
in their o\vn country. He accordingly sent back SOlne Donatist 
bishops into Africa, and warned the others by letter of his 
project, adding, that if they could prove but one of their 
lllunerous accusations against Cecilian, he 'would consider such 
proof as a denlonstration of all the rest. 4 
The Elnperor afterwards gave up this scheme, and returned 
to that ,vhich had been first proposed, and in Novenlber 316 
caused the contending parties to appear before him at l\1i1an. 
Cecilian presented himself before the Eln peror, as ,veIl as his 
antagonists. The Emperor heard both sides, examined their 
depositions, and finally declared that Cecilian ,vas innocent, 
that his adversaries \vere calunlniators, and sent a copy of his 
decision to Eumalius, his vicar in Africa. 5 The Donatists \vere 
thus condemned three times, by the two Synods of Ronle and 
of ArIes, and finally by the Emperor himself. In spite of this, 
to 'weaken the effect of the late sentence, they spread the 
rumour that the celebrated Hosius Bishop of Corduba, a friend 
of Cecilian, had prejudiced the Emperor against theln. 6 
The subsequent history of the schism of the Donatists does 


1 "Coactus," says S. Augustine, l. c. Cf. Epist. 43, n. 20. 
2 See above, p. 176 ff. 3 Epist. 43, n 20. . 
4 Opt. :Mil. pp. 185, 187, ed. Dup. 6 Dupin, l.c. 1>. 187. 
6 August. Gantr. Pannen. lib. i. e. 5. 
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not belong to this place / and "
e have no'v to consider two 
other synods ,vhich 'were held in the East about the same tiule 
as that of ArIes, and ,vhich merit all our attention. They are 
those of Ancyra and N eocæsarea. 
SEC. 16. The Synod of Ancyra in 3141 
1\1:aximilian having died during the summer of 313, the 
Church in the East began to breathe freely, says Eusebius. 2 He 
says nothing further about these Synods; but one of the first, 
and certainly the most celebrated, of these Councils, 'vas that 
of Ancyra, the capital of Galatia, ,vhich 'vas held for the pur- 
pose of healing the ,vounds inflicted on the Church by the last 
persecution, and especially to see ,vhat could be done on the 
subject of the lapsi. 
The best Greek 1\188. of the canons of Ancyra contain a very 
ancient preface, ,vhich sho,vs, ,vithout further specification, 
that the Council of Ancyra ,vas held before that of Nicæa. 
The presence of Vitalis Bishop of Antioch at the Council of 
Ancyra 3 proves that it 'was held before the year 319, .which is 
the year of the death of that bishop. It is, then, between 
313 and 319 that it ,vas held. 4 Binius 5 believes he has dis- 
covered a still more exact date, in the fact of the presence 
of Basil Bishop of All1asia at our Synod. According to his 
opinion, this bishop suffered martyrdom in 316, under the 
Emperor Licinius; but Tillemont has proved that he ,vas pro- 
bably not ll1al-tyred till 320. 6 
It appears frOln the sixth canon of Ancyra that the Council 
was held, conformably to the apostolic canons, No.3 8 (36), in 
the fourth ,veek after Easter. l\faximin having died during 
the sumnler of 313, the first Pentecost after his death fell in 
314; and it is very probable that the Christians immediately 
availed themselves of the liberty,vhich his death gave them 
to come to the aid of the Church. 


1 Cf. the author's article "Donatisten," in the Ki,'cllcnlexicoì
 of 'Vetzer 
and We1te, Bù. iii. 
2 Enseb. Rist. Ecd. x. 3. 
3 Cf. the list of the members of the Council in :Mansi, ii. 534; in Hard. 
i. 279. 
4. Cf. Tillemont, Jfém. etc. vi. 85. 6 In :Mansi, Collect. Cúncil. ii. 536. 
6 Tillemollt, ltlérnoÜ'es, etc. v. 219, 220. 
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This is also ,vhat the ,yords of Eusebius clearly indicate. 1 
J3aronius,2 Tillenlont}
 I
én1Í Ceillier,4 and others, ,vere there- 
fore perfectly right in placing the Synod of Ancyra after the 
Easter ,vhich follo\ved the death of 1\1.:axin1Ïn; consequently 
in 314. 
We have three lists of the bishops who ,vere present at the 
Synod of Ancyra. They differ considerably froln one another. 
That \vhich, in addition to the bishops and the to\vns, nalnes 
the provinces,5 is evidently, as the Ballerini have sho\vn, of 
later origin: for (a) no Greek MS. contains this list; (ß) it is 
wanting in the most ancient Latin translations; (ry) the lists 
of the provinces are frequently at variance \yith the civil 
division of the province at this tinle. For instance, the list 
speaks of a Galatia prÍ1na, of a Cappaclocia pri1na, of a Cilicia 
:prÍ1nct and sec1tnda, of a Ph1"!}gia Pacatiana, all divisions ,vhich 
did not then exist. 6 Another list of the bishops \vho \vere 
present at Ancyra, but ,vithout sho\ving the provinces} is found 
in the Prisca and in the Isidorian collection. Dionysius the 
Less does not give a list of the persons: one of this kind has 
not, until lately, been attached to his \vritings. 7 
In this state of things, it is evident that none of these lists 
are of great value, as they vary so nluch from each other even 
as to the nUlnber of the bishops, \vhich is left undecided, being 
put c1o\yn bet\veen t\velve and eighteen. In the longest list 
the follo\ving names are found: Vitalis of Antioch, Agricolaus 
of Cæsarea in Palestine, l\Iarcellus of Ancyra, \v ho had become 
so falnous in the Arian controversy, Lupus of Tarsus, Basil of 
Anlasia, Philadelphius of J uliopolis in Galatia, Eustolius of 
Nicolnedia, Heraclius of Tela in Great Armenia, Peter of Ico- 
niuln, Nunechius of Laodicea in Phrygia, Sergianus of Antioch 
in Pisidia, Epidaurus of Perga in Pampl1ilia, Narcissus of 
N eronias in Cilicia, Leontius of Cæsarea in Cappadocia, Longinus 
of N eocæsarea in Pontus, Amphion of Epiphania in Cilicia, 
Salamenus of Gernlanicia in Cælesyria, and Germanus of 
1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 3. 2 Ad an. 314, n. 77. 
3 J.Ié1n. vi. 85. 4 Hist. des auteurs sac1'és, iii. 713. 
lí Printed in Mansi, ii. 534. 
6 Cf. Opp. Leouis bI. t. iii. I). xxii. cd. Ballcrini. 
7 Ballerini, l. c. et p. 105, not. 1; Hard. i. 279; :Mallsi, ii. 527, not. 1; 
Rém i Ceillier, l. c. 714. 
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:N" eapolis in Palestine. Several of these were present, eleven 
years aftër, at the first (Ecumenical Council of Nicæa. They 
belonged, as we see, to such different provinces of Asia l\linor 
and Syria, that the Synod of Allcyra may, in the sanle sense 
as that of ArIes, be considered a concilÙtm plenarium, that is, 
a general council of the Churches of Asia Minor and Syria. 
From 
he fact that Vitalis of Antioch is mentioned first (p1
Í1no 
loco), and that Antioch \vas the most considerable seat of those 
'who \vere represented at Âncyra, it is generally concluded 
that Vitalis presided over the Synod; and \ve admit this sup- 
position, although the Libellus synoclicus assigns the presidency 
to l\Iarcellus of Ancyra. 1 


CAX. 1. 
II ß ' " 8 ' "., "\ ' , 
pE(J" VTEpOV
 TOV
 E7rL U(J"a1JTa
, HTa E7raVa7ra/\'at(J"a1JTa
 ft'rJTE 
, e '
 ,,"\"\, 't ',,\ e ' , . , 
EIC ftE ooou TL1JO
 a/\,/\, ES a/\,7J ELa(), ft1]TE 7rpOKaTa(J"/cEua(J"a1JTaç; 
" 
 I " '" 
 '
 ' ß ' 
KaL E7rLTr}OEU(J"aVTa
, Icat 7rELCTa1JTaç; Lva VOç(()CT{, ftEV aCTa1JOL
 
f' ß ',,\ "\ e I 
 \ 
 I:' 
 ,... , 
V7rO a/\,/\,E(J" aL, TaVTa;; OE trp VOKELV /CaL T
ù (J"X'rJftaT{, rrrpOCTax- 
e ,.. , "1:' t ,.., ,.. 
 " e I 
 , 
'f}1JaL' TOUTOV
 EOOçE T'l)
 ftEV TLft1}
 T1]
 KaTa T7JV /Ca Eopav ftETE- 
'XHV, 7rpO(J"cþÉpELV öÈ aVTot8 
 ÓfttÀE'iv Ij õÀ(()
 ÀHTOVpryE'iV T(' TooV 
lEpaTLKWIJ ÀELTOVpryLwV ft
 JgEîva!,.2 
c: Priests \vho sacrificed (during the persecution), but after- 
\vards repcnting, resluned the combat not only in appearance, 
but in reality, shall continue to enjoy the honours of their 
office, but they Inay neither sacrifice or preach, nor fulfil any 
priestly office." 
In this translation we have left out a great incidental pro- 
position (frolll ft1}TE 7rpOKaTa(J"ICEVá()aVTa
 to 7rpo(J"axei]vaL), be- 
l In :Mansi, l.c. I). 539 ; Hanl. v. 1499. 
2 'Ve find the Greek text of the canons of Ancyra, together with the olel 
Latin translations by Dionysius the Less and Isidore, in Hardouin, i. 271, 
and Mansi, ii. 514 sqq. In :Mansi there is also a more accurate transla- 
tion by Gentianus Hervetus. The Greek text 
s also found in the mediæval 
Greek commentaries of Zonaras, Dalsamon, and Aristellus, quoted. by Beveridge, 
Synodicon, Belt Pandeclæ canon. (Oxon. 1672), i. 375 sq. The Greek text of the 
canons ùf Ancyra is also to be found in Bruns, Biblioth. Eccl. i. 66 sqq. 
Routh has published it in his Reliquiæ Bacræ, "iii. 405 sqq., with notes of his 
own, amI of others, particularly those of Beveridge and Justell. 'Ye give here 
the orùinary text, and place the most important reaùings of Routh in brackets. 
The canons of Ancyra have also been commented upon by Van Espen, Com- 
'lnentar. in canones et decreta (Colon. 1755), p. 107 sq., and by Herbst in the 
TÜlÛll[jer Quartal,r;cltrift of 1821, S. 413 sq. 
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cause to be understood it requires some previous explanations, 
Certain priests who had sacrificed to idols, ,vishing to be re- 
stored to favour, performed a sort of farce to deceive the 
bishop and the faithful. They bribed some officers and their 
subordinates, then presented thelnselves before them as Chris- 
tians, and pretended to subnlit to all kinds of tortures, w"hich 
,vere "not really, but only apparently applied to thenl, accord- 
ing to the plan ,vhich had been previously arranged. The 
Council also says: "Without having lllade any arrangements, 
and ,vithout its l)eing understood and agreed that they should 
appear to submit to tortures ,vhich ,vere only to be apparently 
inflicted on them." 
It was quite justifiable, and in accordance ,vith the ancient 
and severe discipline of the Church, ,vhen this Synod no longer 
allowed priests, even ,vhen sincerely penitent, to discharge 
lìriestly functions. It was for this sanle reason that the two 
Spanish bishops J\iartial and Basilides were deposed, and that 
the judgment given against them ,vas confinned in 254 by 
an African synod held under S. Cyprian. l The first canon, 
together ,vith the second and third., \\ras inserted in the OOT1?US 
jll?'is can. 2 
CAR". 2. 
A I f I 0 ' \
,,.., "\. I 

 LaICOVOVr; OJ1-0L(i)';; uuavTar;, J.LETa OE TaVTa ava7ra",aUravTar; 
, ,,,"'\ "\. ,,, ,.. e 
 , ,\ , ,.. 
T1}V J.LEV a/\'/\'7]v TtJ.L7]V EX EtV , 7rE7ravU at OE aUTOUr; 7ra(1)r; T17r; 
lEpâr; ÀElTOVp"l/ar;, Tr}r; TE TOÛ apTOV Ij 7rOT17PWV àvafþÉpEtV 1} 
, " \,.., I , It;;:: / 
1C7]pUUUEtV, Et, J.LEVTO(, TLVEr; TWV E7rlUIC07r(i)V TOUTOLr; UUVlOOlEV lCa- 
I .\ I , \ ' 8 /"'\ À ,." 
 
/-laTOV TtVa 1] Ta7rELVWULV 7rpaOT7]Tor; lCat, E E/\.OtEV 7r EtDV T(' oL- 

I ,\ ',!., ,.. " , ,.,,, \'t ' 
oovat '1J a'('atpEW, E7r aUTOlS Etvat TJ7V EçOVUlav. 
"In the sanle manner, the deacons ,vho nlay have sacri- 
ficed, but have afterwards returned to the fight, shall keep 
the dignities of their office, but shall no longer fulfil any holy 
function, shall no longer offer the bread and ,vine (to the cele- 
brant or to the communicants), shall no longer preach. But 
if any bishops, out of regard to their efforts (for their ardent 
penitence), and to their humiliation, ,vish to grant them more 
privileges, or to withdra,v more from thenl, they have po,ver 
to do so." 
According to this, such deacons could no longer exercise 
1 See above, eh. 5. 2 C. 3
. dist. 50. 
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their n1inistry in the Church, but they continued their offices 
as almoners to the poor, and administrators of the property of 
the Church, etc. etc. It is doubtful ,vhat is meant by "to 
offer the bread and the chalice." In the primitive Church, 
S. Justin 1 testifies that the deacons distributed the holy 
communion to the laity. It is possible that the canon refers 
to this distribution. Van Espen,2 ho,vever, thinks that, at 
the tinle of the Synod, deacons no longer distributed the con- 
secrated bread to the faithful, but only the chalice, according to 
a prescription of the Apostolic Constitutions,3 and an expression 
of Cyprian;4 so that àvacþápElv èípTOV I} 7T"OT1]PlOV (because 
there is mention of èíPTOV, bread) must here relate to the pre- 
sentation of the bread and the chalice made by the deacon 
to the bishop or priest ,vho celebrated at the time of the 
offertory. But it seems from the eighteenth canon of Nicæa, 
that this primitive custom, in virtue of "\vhich deacons also 
distributed the eucharistic bread as ,veIl as ,vine, had not 
entirely disappeared at the beginning of the fourth centlu'y, 
and consequently at the time of the Synod of Ancyra. 
The "\vord K1JpVUUElV, to proclain1, needs explanation. It 
means in the first place the act of preaching; that is declared 
to be forbidden to diaconis lapsis. But deacons had, and still 
have, other things to proclaim ("1JPVUUElv). They read the 
Gospel, they exclaimed: Flectamus genua, PTocedamus in pace, 
lYc quis audientÙfÆL, lYe quis infidelÙt1n; 5 and these functions 
,yere also comprised in the K1JPVUUElv. 6 
Finally, the canon directs bishops to tal{e into considera- 
tion the circumstances and the ,vorth of the diaconi lapsi in 
adding to or deducting frml1 the n1easures decreed against 
then1. 
CAN. 3. 
Tovç; cþfvryovTaç; Kal uVÀÀ7]cþ8ÉvTaç; 
 V7rÒ OiKE{WV 7rapaDO- 
e ' '^ ,,"" "\ 'f' , cþ 8 ' '^ f , 
EVTaç; 'J} al\.l\.wç; 'Ta V7rUpXOVTa U afpE EVTaç; 'J} V7TO}lÆWaVTuç; 
ß ' '^' 
 ' , ß "" 8 ' ß "" 
, " 
auuvovç; 17 ElÇ; ()EU}LWT7]PWV E}L 1\.1J EVTaç; OWVTUÇ; 'TE OT(, ELU
 


1 ApolO[J. i. n. 65 and 67. 2 CO'1wnentar. l.c. p. 108. 
:3 Lib. viii. c. 13. 
4 See above, the remarks on the fifteenth canon of ÄrIes, anù further on, the 

ommentary on the eighteenth canon of Nkæa. 
Õ Canst. Apost. viii 5. 6 Van Espen, l.c. 
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X ,\ 8 ' ( 8 ' ) " , , 
ptUTtavo(, Kat 7T'EplU'Xtu EVTa
 7T'EptU'XE EVTa
 '}TO(' El8 .Ta,= 
XE'ipa
 7TpÒ
 ßlav ÈjLßaÀÀÓVTCJJV TWV ßLaSOjLÉvCJJV -Pj ßpWjLá Tt 
, " 
 t:' 
 "\ ,.. 
, 
',,\ 
, " X 
7T'por; avaryK1}V oEsajLEVOV
, OJlo/\'oryovv'Ta
 oE OLO/\,OV OTt tun ptu- 
, " , 8 ,.. ß ' ", 
 , ..., 
TtaVOt, Kat TO 7TEV O
 TOU UUjL aVTor; aEL E7TtOfl,KVUjLEVOV
 T[J 7TUU'!J 
KaTaUTOÀy Kal Tij> u'X
jLaTL Kat, TV TOÛ ßLou Ta7TELVÓT1}Tt. TOÚTOV
 

 "t 
 , " ... " "\' 8 ,
 , 
CO
 ES CJJ ajLapT1}jLaTO
 OVTa
 T'J}r:; KO"VCJJvLa
 fill] KCJJ/\,VEU at, EL vE 
" "\ ' e 
, , , ß '
' ." 
KaL EKCJJ/\,V 'T}uav V7TO TLVOr:;, 7TEptuuoTEpar:; aKpt ELar:; EVfKfV '1} Kat 
, , ' 8 ' 
 8 ... ,..
, r , " ... 
TtVCJJV aryvOtCf:, EV vr:; 7TPOUOEX r;vat' TOUTO OE OJlOf,CJJ
 E7TL TE TWV 
È/C TOÛ KÀ
pOV Kal TWV liÀÀCJJV Àa"iKwv, 7TpOUE
1}Táu81] ú
 KàKE'iVO, 
, 
, , "\ ,,..,...,, 
 , , 8 
EL ovvavTat Kat /\,atKot TO aVT'[J avaryK'[J V7T07TEUOVTE
 7TpouuryEU at 
, , t: "
t: '" , , 
 
 ,
 , , 
El
 TastV. tOOSEV OVV Kat TOVTOvr:; CO\) jL'1)OEV 1}jLapT1}KOTa
, EL 
, 
 ß ... 
, ' 8 '''' ß ' "\' , 
Kat 1} 7TpOÀa ovua EVptUKOtTO op 'J} TOU LOV 7TO/\,tTELa, 7TPOXEtpL- 

Eu8at. 
"Those who fled before persecution, but were caught" or 
were betrayed by those of their own houses, or in any other 
way, ,vho have borne ,vith resignation the confiscation of their 
property, tortures, and irnprisonment, declaring themselves to 
be Christians, but who have subsequently been vanquished, 
whether their oppressors have by force put incense into their 
hands, or have cOlllpelled them to take in their mouth the 
meat offered to idols, and ,yho, in spite of this" have perse- 
vered in avowing thenlselves Christians, and have evinced 
their sorro,v for ,vhat had befallen them by their dejection 
and hUlllility,-such, not having committed any fault, are not 
to be deprived of the communion of the Church; and if they 
have been so treated by the over-severity or ignorance of 
their bishop, they are immediately to be reinstated. This 
applies equally to the clergy and to the laity. In the same 
"ray it ,vas to be inquired if th
 laity, to ,vhom violence has 
been used (that is to say, ,vho have been physically obliged 
to sacrifice), might be promoted to the ministry CTá
tr:;, orrdo) ; 
and it ,vas decreed that, not having cOlnlllitted any fatùt (in 
the case of these sacrifices), they might be elected, provided 
their fonner life ,vas found to be consistent." 
The meani!lg of this canon is clear: "Physical constraint 
relieves from responsibility." That there had been physical 
constraint ,vas proved in the follo,ving ,vays :- 
Ca.) By the previous endurance ,vith ,vhich they had borne 
confiscation, tortures, and inlprisonment. 
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(ß.) By this, that during their sufferings they had nhvays 
declared then1sel ves Christians. 
An10ng the expressions of this canon the ,vord 7rEptuXtu- 
BÉvTa() of the tcxtus vuigatus presents the chief difficulties. 
Zonaras translates it thus: "If their clothes have been torn 
fron1 their bodies:" for WEptUXísw means to tear Rway, and 
,yith 'Ttvà to tear off the clothes fron1 anyone. But the true 
rcading is wEptuXEBÉlJ'Ta(), ,vhich Routh has found in three 

ISS. in the Bodleian Library,l and ,vhich harn10nizes the best 
,,'ith the versions of Dionysius the Less and of Isidore. 2 We 
have used this reading (WEptU'XEBÉvTa()) in our translation of 
the canon; for WEptÉxW means to surround, to conquer, to 
subdue. 


CAN. 4. 
II ,,, ' ß ' e ' , ,
" ,... 
Ept 'TWV WPO() Lav uuavTwI', EWC, OE 'TOVTOCS /Cat 7"WV 

 ' ""
 "\ rf ", " 
OEL7T'v7)uavTwv EIS Ta ELowAa, OUOt fLEV awaryopÆvot Kat uX'YJfLaTt 
cþatÚpOTÉpcp àvi'fABov Kat ÈuBi}Tt Èxp1}UaVTO 'liOÀV'TEÀEU'TÉpq- Kat 
/lÆTÉUXOV 'TOÛ 7T'apau/cEvau8ÉVTO() OE[WVOV àOtacþópw(), t80
Ev Èvt- 
, , .. 8 r .. 
\ ", ,,,
" 
aVTOV a/Cpoau at, V7ïOWEUELV OE 'TpLa ET7J, EVX1}() OE JLOV7J() /Cotvw- 
" " 
 ' " '''\ 8 '' " \ ',,\ 
IliJuat ET7J OUO, /Cat TOTE fA ELV EWC, 'TO 'TE/\"EWV. 
" As to those "who have been forced to sacrifice, and ,vho 
have besides eaten the meats consecrated to the gods (that is 
to say, ,vho have been forced to take part in the feasts off the 
sacrifices), the Council decrees, that those ,vho, being forced 
to go to the sacrifice, have gone cheerfully, dressed in their 
best, and shall there have eaten of it indifferently (as if 
there ,vas no difference between this and other n1eals), shall 
ren1ain one year an10ngst the auclicntes (second class of 
penitents), three years among the substrati (third class of 
penitents), shall take part in the prayers (fourth class) for two 
years, and then finally be adn1Ítted to the complete privileges 
of the Church (TÓ 'TÉÀEtOV), that is, to the comn1union.,,3 


C
\x. 5. 
r, o 
 , , ""\ 8 " B " 8 ... \' , 
uot oe aV1]/\. fJV JLETa EU I}TO() 7T'EV tK'YJ() /CUt aVCt7TEUOVTEr;;; 
" cþ l: ' 
, rf,,\ ..., "\ ' 
, '" 
E aryov JLETas u ot OA1}f) 'T1}() ava/CALUEW() oa/CpVOVTfS, EL E7T À1}- 


1 Nos. 26, 158, and 625. 2 Routh, Reliqniæ saaæ, iii. 423. 
3 Cf. Suicer, aù h. v. Cf. also, 011 the penitential system of the primitive 
Church, Binterim, Denkwi(nli[}l.;cítel1, Bù. v. Thl. ii. S. 362 if. 
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, "f" ..., , ,1,." 
pwuav TOV T'f}f) V7r07rTWUEWf) 7plÆT'f} 'XpOVOV, ')(WpIS 7rpou't'opat; 

 8 ' ,
" " cþ 
, r , " ... , 
VEX 'f}TWUaV. Et, OE fL'f} E aryov, OVO V7r07rEUOVTEf) ET7J Trp TptTft> 
, ' cþ ,.. t'/ ,,"\ ,.. , 
KOlVWV'f}UaTWUaV ')(WpU; 7rpOU Opaf), LVa TO TEI\ÆtOV TV 'TETpaETtq. 
À ' ß \ 
\, , 't;''' , , .. 
a wut, 'TOVf) oE E7rtuK07rOVf) EsOVutav EXELV TOV 'Tp07rOV T'f}t; 
f.7rta-TpOcþTjf) ÚOKtfLáa-aVTaf) cþt^-av8pW7rEVEU8a
 
 7r^-Eíova 7rpOU- 
8 ' , " 
" r , ß ' ,r , 
TL Evat 'Xpovov' 7rpO 7raVTWV OE Kat 0 7rpoarywv (.Of) Kat 0 fLETa 
TaÛTa ÈgETaSÉu8ro, Kat OVTWf) 7j cþL^-av8pw7T'{a È7T'L}LETpEÍu8w. 
" Nevertheless, those who have appeared there (that is, at 
the feast of the sacrifices) in n10urning habits, ,vho have been 
full of grief during the repast, and have ,vept during the ,vhole 
tÜne of the feast, shall be three years amongst the substrati, 
and then be admitted, ,vithout taking part in the offering; 
but if they have not eaten (and have merely been present at 
the feast), they are to be s'llbstrati for t,vo years, and the third 
year they shall take part in the offering (in the degree of the 
consistentcs, uÚuTautf)), so as to receive the con1plenlent (the 
holy con1ll1union) in the fourth year. The bishops shall haye 
the po\ver, after having tried the conduct of each, to nÜtigate 
the l)enalties, or to extend the tin1e of penitence; but they 
nlust take care to inquire ,,,hat has passed before and after 
their fall, and their clell1ency 111ust be exercised accordingly." 
vVe 111ay see that this canon is closely allied to the pre- 
ceding one, and that the one explains the other: there only 
rernains some obscurity arising fron1 the expression xwpìf) 
7rpoucþopâ'). Aubespille thought that there is here a reference 
to the offerings ,vhich ,vere presented by penitents, in the 
hope of obtaining mercy; but Suicer ren1arks 1 that it is not 
so, and that the reference here is certainly to those offerings 
,vhich are presented by the faithful during the sacrifice (at 
the offertory). According to Suicer, the 111eaning of the canon 
,yollld be: "They ll1ay take part in divine ,yorship, but not 
actively;" that is, cc they n1ay lllÍngle their offerings \vith those 
of the faithful:" which corresponds \vith the fourth or last 
degree of penitence. But as those ,vho cannot present their 
offerings during the sacrifice are excluded fron1 the con 1m union, 
the complete meaning of this canon is: "They n1ay be present 
at divine service, but nlay neither offer nor con1ll1unicate \vith 
the faithful" Consequently 'XWPl,) 7rpoucþopâ') also cOlnprises 
1 Thesal.lnl8, s. 'C. '7fpOU þtifá. 
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the exclusion frOll1 the comll1union; but it does not follo\v 
from this that 7T'poucþopà means the sacrament of the altar, as 
Herbst and llouth have erroneously supposed. The eucharistic 
service has, ,ve kno\v, t\yO parts: it is, in the first place, a 
sacrifice; and then, as a reception of the Lord's Supper, it 
is a sacrament. And the \vhole act may be called 7T'poucþopá ; 
but the mere reception of the conlnlunion cannot be called 
wpoucþopá. 1 The canon does not clearly point out the tinle 
during .which penitents 'were to remain in the fourth degree 
of penitence, except in the case of those \vho had not actually 
eaten of the sacrificed meats. It says, that at the end of a 
year they could be received in full, that is to say, at the eucha- 
ristic table. The time of penitence is not fixed for those \vho 
had actually eaten the sacrinced meats: perhaps it was also 
a year; or it may be they \vere treated according to the fourth. 
canon, that is to say, reduced for two years to the fourth degree 
of penitence. The penitents of the fifth canon, less culpable 
than those of the fourth, are not, as the latter, condernned to 
the second degree of penitence. 


CAN. 6. 
II ' -- , "\ --, 't ' "\ ' , ',1... , 
fpt 7"WV ar;;fl""IJ P.OVOV ELSUVTCOV Ko""aUfWr;; Kat U'f"atpfufwr;; 

 , " I ' 8 ' " ,.. , 
v7TapxovTwV 'YJ p.crouaar;; Kat VUaVTCiJV Kat P.fXpt 'TOV 7T'apOV'Tor;; 
'" , , 
" ",,, ' "'
, , 
Katpov 1L1J p.f'Tavo1Juav'TúJv P.1}OE f7rLU'Tp f 'f' aVTCOV, VVV of 7Tapa 
, '''' , 
 "\ 8 ' " 
, "', 
'TOV lCatpov 'TYjr; uvvooov 7rPOUE/\, OV'TCiJV Kat EL() otavotav 'T1Jr; E7Tt- 
UTpocþf}r;; ryfVOP.ÉVCOV, Ëðogf JLÉXpt 'Ti]r; p.eyáÀ1}r;; r;JLÉpar; Eir; àKpóauLv 

 8 '" , " ',,\ 
 I 
 "', " , 
VEX 1}vat, Kat ILfTa 'T1JV ILfrya/\'1}V 1JJ1Æpav V7T07TEUftV 7pLa t.'T'l} Kat 
P.fTà åÀÀa Súo ÉT1] KOtVCOvi} uat XCiJpìr;; 7Tpoucþopâ), Kal OVTCiJr; 
'''\ 8 '" " ",,\ f!' , '" 
 t I "\ '" , 
E/\, EtV eln 'TO 'Tf/\'EtoV, WUTE 'T1}V 7Tauav EsafTLav 7T'/\,1}pwuat. Et 

 ' '''' , 
 , ,
, e ' , , , 
oE TLVf) 7rpO 'T1Jr;; UVVOOOU 'TaUT'l}'Þ fOEX 1}uav EIS JLETuvolav, a7r 
" "', "\ "\ ' 8 ,,.. , , , '" f!t I 
EKfLVOU 'TOU XPOVOV /\,E/\,OryLU at aVTotr; 71JV apX1Jv Tl,r;; EçaETLar;' 
" , 
 ' 8 ' 
 , , , "" "\ 
H JLEV'TOr, KLVOVVOr;; Kat aVUTOV 7TpOUoOKLa EK. VOUOV 'YJ aX/\,'Y)r;; 
, ,1... , ß '" ,r! 
 8 '" 
Ttvor;; 7T'pO'f"aUfwr;; UVJL aL1J, 'TOU'TOVr; E7T't oprp of X 1}vat. 
" As to those ,vho yielded on the mere threat of punish- 
ment, or of the confiscation of their property, or of exile, and \v ho 
have sacrificed, and to this day have not repented or returned, 
but ,vho on the occasion of this Synod have repented, and 
shall resolve to return, it is decreed, that until the great feast 
1 cr. further 011, can. 16. 
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(Easter) they shall be admitted to the degree of auàientc3; 
that they shall after the great fea:
:;t be subst'rati for three 
years; then that they shall be admitted, but ,vithout taking 
part in the sacrifice for two years, and that then only they 
shall be admitted to the full service (to the cOlllffiunion), so 
that the whole tinle ,vill be six years. For those ,vho have 
been admitted to a course of penitence previous to this Synod, 
the six years ,vill be allo,vecl to date from the nlonlent of 
its conlnlencenlent. If they were exposed to any danger, or 
threatened ,vith death follow'ing any illness, or if there ,yas 
any other important reasQn. they should be admitted, con- 
formably to the present prescription (õpoç; )." 
The meaning of the las
 phrase of the canon is, that if the 
sick regain their health, they 'v ill perfornl their penance, 
according to ,vhat is prescribed. Zonaras thus very clearly 
explains this passage.! This canon is made intelligible by the 
t,vo preceding. A similar decision is given in the eleventh 
Nicene canon. 
As Wt have p;
viously remarked (sec. 16), there is a chro- 
nological signification .In the expression cc till the next Easter," 
conlpared 'with that of cc the six years shall be accon1plished." 
According to the thÏTty-sixth (thirty-eighth) apostolic canon, 
a synod ,vas to be held annually in the fourth ,yeek after 
Easter. If, then, a penitent repented at the time of the synod., 
and remained among the audientes till the next Easter, he had 
done penance for nearly a year. And adding three years for 
the degree of the substratio, and t,vo for the last degree, the 
six years ,vere completed. It is then with good reason that 
we have deduced from the sixth canon that the Council of 
Ancyra ,vas held shortly after Easter, and very probably in 
the fourth week after this feast, that is, in the tinle prescribed 
by the apostolic canons. 2 
CAN. 7. 
II Epì TWV UVVEuTLa8ÉVTwv Èv ÉOPTfJ è8VL1CV Èv TÓ7Tlp àrþwpur- 
, .. ' 8 ..,,
 ß " " rJ.. ' 
J.1.ÆV
1J TOL
 E VLKOI8, LOLa pOJ}LaTa E7rLKO}ltuafl.ÆvÜJv KaL 't'arYOVTCtJV, 
"
 t 
 , r , 
 8 .. rrt' 
" , ,.. 
EVOçE VLETLav V7r07TEUOVTaç; OEX YJvat. .L 0 OE EL 'Xp1] }LETa T'l}
 


1 In Bevereg. Synodicon, i. 380. This condition was also imposed by the 
Council of Orange in 441, can. 3 ; in Hard. i. 1784. 
J This sentence is added from the French tran51ation. 
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7rpoucþopâ
 ÉKauTov TWV f.7rLUKÓ7T(J)V DOJ(LfLáuat ICaì 'TÒV åÀÀov 
ß ' ',/...' r, '
 ,.. 
WV f
 fKUU'TOV oçl(J)ual. 
" As to those ,vho, during a heathen festival, have seated 
thenlselves in the locality appointed for that festival, and have 
'brought and eaten. their food there, they shall be two years 
substrati, and then adnlittec1. As to the question of their 
admission to the offering, each bishop shall decide thereon, 
taking into consideration the ,vhole life of each person." 
Several Christians tried, 'with \vorlclly prudence, to take a 
middle course. On the one hand, hoping to escape persecution, 
they were present at the feasts of the heathen sacrifices, ,vhich 
,vere held in the buildings adjoining the temples; and on the 
other, in order to appease their conscie:J;lces, they took their 
o\vn food, and touched nothing that had been offered to the 
gods. These Christians forgot that S. Paul had ordered! that 
111eats sacrificed to the gods should be avoided, not because 
they \v
re tainted in thenlsel Yes, as the idols ,vere nothing, 
but from another, and in fact a t\vofold reason: 1st, Because, 
in partaking of theIn, some bad still the idols in their hearts, 
that is to say, were still attached to the ,vorship of idols, and 
thereby sinned; and 2dly, Because others scandalized their 
brethren, and sinned. in that 'yay. To these t\VO reasons a 
third may be added, nalnely, the hypocrisy and tbe duplicity 
of those Christians who "\\Tished to appear heathens, and never- 
theless to renlain Christians. The Synod punished thenl with 
t\VO years of penance in the third degree, and gave to each 
bishop the r:ight, at the expiration of this tÍllle, either to adInit 
thenl to conullunion, or to make thelll reulai11 S0111e time longer 
in the fourth degree. 
CAN. 8. 
O r 
, 
 ' " B ' , ß ' , 
l Of OEV'TEpOV Kat 7pl'TOV VUaV'TE
 /LE'Ta la
, TETpaE'TLaV 
r , 
,
, " , ,/...'" , 
V7r07rEUE'T(J)UaV, OVO OE E'T'l} XÚ)pL
 7rpOU 
opa
 KOLV(J)V1}ua'T(J)uav, 
"aì 'Ttp ÉßÖÓflCf? 'TEÀEt(J)
 ðEXBJ}T(J)uav. 
"Those who, being cornpelled, have sacrificed t\VO or three 
times, shall remain substrati for four years; they shall take 
part in the \vorship, without presenting any offering, for two 
years (as consistentes of the fourth degree); the seventh they 
shall be admitted to the comnnlnion." 
1 1 Cor. viii. 


o 
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CAN. 9. 
rl O 
 \ , , , I ',,\ "\ , \', \ 
a-O
 DE J.L1] J.LOVOV a7T'Ea-T1]a-aV a",,,,a Ka
 E7TaVEa-T1]a-aV Ka" 
, , ,
 "\ A.' ", , I .. , 8 .. r.- 
7)VaryKaa-av aVE"''t'OV
 Kat aLTlO
 EryEVOVTO TOU avaryKaa- 1]va
, OÚTO
 
" \ I \ .., , 
 t' e ' ,
 , " 

T7J J.LEV Tpla TOV TYJ
 aKpoaa-E(J)
 OEç.aa- (J)a-av T07T'OV, EV DE aÀÀ.'[J 
<rt I , .. t , " 
'" , 
tç.aETLCf TOV T1)
 V7T'07T'TWa-E(J)
, aÀÀov De Ev
aUTOV ICOlV(J)V1]a-aT(J)a-av 
, A." r, ,
 , ,,\' .. "\ I 
XWpl8 7T'poa-'t'opa
, LVU T1]V OEICaETLav 7T""1]pwa-aVTE
 TOU TE",ELOU 
I " ,.., "",,\ "\ ,.. 
J.LETaa-xwa-lV. EV J.LEVTOL TOVTrp Tff XPovrp Kat, TOV a,,,,,,ov aVTWV 

7T'lT7JpEÎa-eaL ßtov. 
"Those ,vho have not only apostatized, but have become 
the enemies of their brethren, and have compelled them (to 
apostasy), or have been the cause of the constraint put upon 
theIn, shall renlain for three years anlong the audientcs (second 
degree), then six years ,vith the su,bst'rati; they shall then 
take part in the ,vorship, ,vithout offering (in quality of con- 
8istcntes), for one year; and not until the expiration of ten 
years shall they receive full conlmunion (the holy Euc11arist). 
Their conduct during all this tinle shall also be watched." 1 


CA
. 10. 
A , ", 8 ' , ", , , 
..u laKovot Oa-Ol Ka "a-TaVTa
, 7T'ap aVT7JV T'J]J1 KaTaa-Taa-LV et. 
" ''' cþ .. " ,
, ", 

Ji-apTvpaVTO KaL E aa-av xp'ì}va
 ryaJi-r;a-a
, J.L1J ovvaJi-EVO
 OUTW
 
, 'i' ,.. , " ,.. t I 
J.LeVElV, OV70
 J.LETa TaVTa ryafL'J]a-alJTE
 EG'Twuav EV TV V7T1]PEUlCf 

 \ \ , ... "t' "" ..
", 
vla TO E7nTpa7T1Jvat, aVTOV
 V7T'O TOU e7TtuKo7TOV' TOUTO De et, 
, ,
 f:' ,... , I 
TlVE
 utW7T'r;UaVTE
 KaL KaTaDEç.afLEvo
 EV TV XetPOTOVlCf J.LEVELV 
", ,,, <;" 8 ", " e " ... 
OVTW
 Ji-ETa TaVTa 'lJ^ ov e7Tt, ryaJi-ov, 7re7TavU a
 aVTOV
 Tr;
 
OtaICov ta
. 
"If deacons, at the time of their appointInent (election), 
declare that they Inust marry, and that they cannot lead a 
celibate life, and if accordingly they marry, they 111ay continue 
in their ministry, because the bishop (at the tÎ1ne of their 
institution) gave theln leave to marry; but if at the tÍIne of 
their election they have not spoken, and have agreed in 
taking holy orders to lead a celibate life, and if later they 
marry, they shall lose their diaconate." 
This canon has been inserted in the 0011JUS jU1'is canoniei. 2 


1 Cf. the observations on the fourtl1 canon. 
2 C. 8, dist. 28. Cf. Van ES1)en, Comment. l.c. p. 112; Herbst, Tüùillge 
QUa'rtalschrift, 1821, S. 423, and OUI' observations on the history of Papll1lutiu 
at the Council of Nicæa. 
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CAN. 11. 
m' B ' , , , '"' 
, ", "\. 
 
.J. a
 ILV1}(J'TEV Et(ja
 Kopaç Ka
 fJ-ETa TaV7a V7T' a/\,f\,(J)v ap7ra- 
ryEtuar;; 
SO
EV ù7roòLòouBat To'ir;; '!rPOfJ-V1)UTEVuafJ-Évols, El Kaì ßLav 
V7r' aVTwv '!retOotEV. 
"Damsels who are betrothed, ,vho are after"\vards carried off 
by others, shall be given back to those to whom they are 
betrothed, even ,vhen they have been treated with violence." 
This canon treats only of betrothed ,vomen (by the sponsalia 
de f1.lt1u'O), not of those ,vho are nlarried (by the sponsalia de 
l1'l'æscnh). In the case of the latter there would be no doubt 
as to the duty of restitution. The man who ,vas betrothed 
,vas, moreover, at liberty to receive his affianced bride who 
had been carried off, or not. It ,vas thus that S. Basil had 
already decided in canon 22 of his canonical letter to Amphi- 
lochius. 1 
CAN. 12. 
T ' , '"' ß ' B / \ , '"' ß 
our;; 7T'pO TOV a7r7ïUjLaToç TE VKOTa
 Kat f.LETa TaVTa a7rTtU- 
e / "
f: ' , f: ' 0 ( , "\. / 
EVTar;; EOOçEV Hr;; raçtV 7rpoaryfu at w
 a7TOl\;ovuaf.LEVOvr;;. 
"Those ,vho have sacrificed to the gods before their bap- 
tism, and ,vho have after"\vards been baptized, may be prcnnoted 
to holy orders, as (by baptism) they are purified from all their 
former sins." 
This canon does not speak generaUy of all tl10se who sacri- 
ficed before baptisln; for if a heathen sacrificed before having 
enlbraced Christianity, he certainly could not be reproached 
for it after his adlnission. It ,vas quite a different case with 
a catechunlen, who had already declared for Christianity, but 
who during the persecution had lost courage, and sacrificed. 
In this case it might be asked w11ether he could still be ad- 
o mitted to the priesthood. The Council decided that a baptized 

atechumen could afterwards be promoted to holy orders. 2 
The fourteenth canon of Nicæa also speaks of the catechu- 
nens ,vho have conlmitted the same fault. 


CAN. 13. 
X ' , 'f: '"' ß ';\ 
 , 
ûJpf.7rU]"K07rOV
 f.L1J EçEwat 7rpEU VTfpOV
 7J OlaKOVOV
 XEtpO- 
.Ol/E'iv, åÀÀà J1/r}8
 'lTPEUßvTJpovr;; 'lTÓÀHIJ'), X(J)pì
 TOU f.7TLTpa7T
va" 

, ,.., / , ,,(/ , 
'7TO TOV E7rLUK07rOV f.LE7a rypaf.L/..la7WV EV ETEpq, 7TapotKLq,. 
1 cr. Van Esren, l.c. p. 113. 2 Cf. Van Espen, l.c. p. 113. 
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The literal translation of the Greek text is as follows:- 
"It is not pern1Ìtted to the ehorepiseopi to ordain priests 
and deacons; neither is this permitted to the priests of the 
towns in other parishes (dioceses) ,yithout the written autho- 
rity of the bishop of the place." 
In our renlarks on the fifty-seventh canon of the Council of 
Laodicea, ,vhere it is forbidden to appoint c7wrcpiscopi (or 
country bishops) for the future, ,ve shall explain ,vhat must 
be understood by this office, which is here nlentioned for the 
:first time. COlnpare also the eighth and tenth canons of the 
Synod of Antioch in 341, and the second proposition of the 
sixth canon of the Council of Sardica. If the first part of the 
thirteenth canon is easy t
 understand, the secon.d, on the con- 
trary, presents a great difficulty; for a priest of a to,vn could 
not in any case have the po,yer of consecrating priests and 
deacons, least of all in a strange diocese. l\iany of the lllOst 
learned lllen have, for this reason, supposed that the Greek 
text of the second half of the canon, as ,ve have read it, is 
incorrect or defective.! It ,vants, say they, 7rOlE'iV Tl, or aliquid 
age-re, i.e. to e01nplete a 'l'clifJio'l18 fnnetion. Tò confirm this sup- 
position, they have appealed to several ancient versions, espe- 
cially to that of Isidore: sed nee presbytcTis civitatis sine cpiscopi 
p1
æccpto a1nplius aliqzâd Í1nperare, vel sine aucto1"itate literaTlun 
cJus in 1J/naquaquc (solne read Èv É/aÍuT'[J instead of Èv ÉTÉpfJ:) 
pCl1
ochia aliquid age1
C. The ancient llonlan :MS. of the canons, 
Oodex eanOn
t1n, has the same reading, only that it has pro- 
1:ineia instead of pærochia. 2 Fu]gentius Ferrandus, deacon of 
Carthage, ,yho long ago nlade a collection of canons,3 translates 
in the same ,yay in his Ere'Ciatio canonU1n: Ut presbytcri civi- 
tatis sine jUSS'l6 episcopi nihil jubeant, nee in 
6naqllaque parochÙ 
aliq'lâd agard. Van Espen has explained this canon in tIlf 
sanle way. 
l
outh has given another interpretation. 4 He maintaine( 
that there ,vas not a ,,,"ord lllissing in this canon, but that a 
the COl1lnlencement one ought to read, according to sever[ 


1 cr. Beverrg. Synoclicum, ii., Append. p. 177; Van Espen, l.c. p. 113. 
2 In the edition of the Ballerini of tIle works of S. Leo, ili. 110 sq. 
3 Fulgentius Ferrandus, sæc. 6.. 
4 RelifJlliæ sac'ræ, iii. 432 sq. 
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1\ISS., X(J)PE7íU]'f(,Ó7rOl/) in the dative, and further down ùÀÀà f.L
V 
fJ/l}D
 instead of àÀÀà J.L7}Ú
, then 7TPEa-ßuTJpovr; (in the accusa- 
tive) 7róÀEwr;;, and finally ÉKáuT[J instead of ÉTÉpq,; and that we 
nlust therefore translate, "Ohm'cpiscopi are not permitted to 
consecrate priests and deacons (for the country), still less (åÀÀà 
J.L
V J.L7}Ú
) can they consecrate priests for the tovvn .without the 
consent of the bishop of the place." The Greek text, thus 
Inodified according to some MSS., especially those in the Bod- 
leian Library, certainly gives a good nleaning. Still àÀÀà f.L
V 
f.L7}D
 does not nlean, but srill less: it means, but ceTtainly not, 
,yhich makes a considerable difference. 
Besides this, it can very seldom have happened that the 
ChOTCpiscopi ordained priests and deacons for a to\vn; and if so, 
they \vere already forbidden (i1nplicite) in the first part of the 
canon. 
CAN. 14. 
T '" ß ' ,\ 
 ' " . " , 
our;; EV f(,À1)PCP 7rpEfJ' vTEpovr;; 1] otaKoVOvr; OVTar;; /Cat a7TExoJ.LEVOVf, 
,.. ,f 
 f: 'A. ' Ð \ rl ' ß ',,\ ,.. ( ,.. 
<<pEWV EOOçEV E'j-'U7rTEfJ' at, Kat OVT(J)r;;, El OV/\,OtVTO, KpaTEW EaVTWV. 
Ei DÈ ßOVÀOWTO (ßÚEÀVUUOtVTO), <Or;; J.L7JoÈ Tà fLETà KpEWV ßaÀÀó" 
"\ ' , Ð ' \, \ (, ,.. I ,.. Ð 
f.LEva /\,axava EU tHV, Kat EL f.L1) V7TELKOtEV TC? KavOVt, 7TE7T'aVU at 
aVTovr;; T
r; Tá
E(J)';. 
"Those priests and clerks who abstain from eating meat 
ought (during the love-feasts) to eat it (taste it); but they 111ay, 
if they \vill, abstain froln it (that is to say, not eat it). If they 
disdain it (ßÚEÀVUUOLVTO), so that they \vill not eat even 
vegetables cooked \vith Dleat, and if they do not obey the 
present canon, they are to be excluded fronl the ranks of the 
clergy." 
The fifty-second apostqlic canon had already promulgated 
the saIne la-\v \yith reference to the false Gnostic or Manichean 
asceticism, \vhich declared that nlatter \yas satanic, and especi- 
ally flesh and \vine. Zonaras has perceived and pointed out that 
our canon treated of the agapro, or love-feasts, of the printitive 
Christians.! He sho,vs, besides, that Ècþá7rTEUÐat 1neans, to 
touch the 'Jncats, in the saIne sense as ù7ToryEvEUÐat, to taste. 
l\iatthæus Blastares 2 agrees \vith Zonaras. Finally, Routh 
has had the credit of contributing to the explanation of this 


1 In Bevercg. l.c. i. 390. 
2 Synta[J'in. lit. D, c. 9, p. 55. 
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canon,t inasmuch as, relying on three 1\ISS., the Collectio of Jo11n 
of Antioch and the Latin versions, he has read El ó
 ßDEÀVU- 
UOtV70 instead of fl ó
 ßOVÀOLV70, which has no nleaning here. 
If ßOVÀotV70 is to be preserved, ,ve nlust, ,vith Beveridge, insert 
the negation /L
. But the reading ßDEÀvuuotv70 has still in 
its favour that the fifty-seco
d apostolic canon, just quoted, 
and 'which treats of the same question, has the expression 
ß DEÀ.VUUÓ/LEVO,\ in the saIne sense as our canon. Let us add 
that KpU7Eîv ÉUV7WV ought to be taken in the sense of ÈryKpU7Eîv, 
that is, to abstain. 
CAN. 15. 
n ' ,.. 
A.' .... ,..
", \ 
EpL TWV ota'j-'fpOV7WV 7"9} KvplaKrp, oua E7rLUK07rOV /L1J 
ðV70'\ 7Tpf(J'ßVTEpOt f.7TWÀ.7)UUV, àvaßaÀ.Eîu()at (àvaKuÀEîaBut) 'TÒ 
, ,
, ,.. I ,.., , q" I 
KuptaKov, EV OE 7V KpU7EL 70U E7TtUK07TOV EWat, EL7rfp 7TpO(7)KH 
, "\ ß ,.. \ ", \, 
, \ ,,\,,\' ", 
 
a7To",a ELV 77)V 7tJ.L1]V EL7f KUt J.L1], ota 70 7To^,,,,aKU:; 71' J V fLUOOOV 
( , 
 ) ,.. "f\ 1::" ,... , "\ ' 
\ 7TPOUOOOV TWV 'IT'E7Tpaf1ÆVWV a7rOOEOWKEvUt aU70t,\ 'TOU70t
 7T ",EL- 
, , 
ova 71]V 7tJ.L1]V. 
"If the priests, during the vacancy of an episcopal see, 
have sold anything belonging to the Church,2 she (the 
Church) has the right to reclaim it (àvaKuÀEîueat); and it is 
for the bishop to decide ,vhether they (the buyers) are to 
receive the price given for the purchase, seeing that often the 
temporary use of the article sold to thelTI has been ,vorth nlore 
than the price paid for it." 
If the purchaseF of ecclesiastical properties has realized 
nlore by the ten1porary revenue of such properties than the 
price of the purchase, the Synod thinks there is no occasion 
to restore him this price, as he has already received a suffi- 
cient indeIllnity fronl the revenue, and as, according to the 
rules then in force, interest dra,vn "fronl tho purchase IDoney 
was not permitted. 3 Besides, the purchaser had done 'wrong 
in buying ecclesiastical property during the vacancy of a see 
(sede vacante). Beveridge and Routh have sho,vn that in the 
text ÙVUKUÀÆîueat and 'IT'pÓUUðOV nlust be reacl. 4 


1 Reliquiæ sacrræ, iii. 440. 

 KVPIf.(X,ÒIl, that is, the Church, or the property of the Clmrc11. Cf. Suicer, 
Thesau?'us, s. h. v. 
3 Herbst, TÜbinge'r Quartalsclwift, 1821, S. 430. 
4 Boutl), Reliq
t
æ SClC'ræ, iii. 441 f. 
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CAN. 16. 
II \ """ ,.\ \'" ' 
, \ 
Epll TWV a^o'YEVUaJ1ÆVWV 1] /Call a/\'oryEVOfJÆVWV, Ouot 7TptV 
, ... , e -r' , \ 
", r , 
EtKOUaETElS ryEVEU at r7l.LapTOV, 7TEVTE Kat OEKa ETEUtV V7T07rEUOV- 
, , ..." \ ';> , ... 
TE
 KOtvwVLa:;; TvryxavETwuuV T'ì}r; Etr; Tar; 7TpOUEvxa:;;, EtTa EV TV 
, 
 ,,' " , , \,.. rI-'" 
KOtVWVLq, otaTE^EuaVTEr; ET'Y} 7TEVTE, TOTE Kat T'ì}r; 7Tp 0 u'j-'opa') 
, rI- ' e ' t ý' e 
, ,... \ r, ... r , 
E'j-'a7TTEU wuav' EçETa
EU OJ OE aVTWV Kat, 0 EV T?J V7r07rTúJUEt 
ßlor;, Kat OÜTær; TVf\lxaV
TW(J"av T
r; cþtÀ-avepW7r{ar;- El ÓÉ TIVE
 
, , ,.. r, , \ ", 
KaTaKopWr; EV TOtr; aJ.LapTl]fLaut ryEryovaut, T1]V fLaKpav EXETwuav 
r , r' 
 \ r ß ' \ r"\., , \ ,.. 
V7TO'7TT(iJUlV' ouot oE V7TEp aVTEr; TY)V 1]/\,tKLav TaVT'1]V /Cat ryvvat/Ca
 
" ''''f''''"" 
EXOVTE:;; 7Tfpl7T'E7rTúJ/Caut TCJ? ajLapTY)jLaTt, 7TEVTf Kat EtKOUt ET'Y} 
r , \ , , ,.., \ 
V7r07rfUETWUav Kall /COtVWvLar; TvryXUVETWUUV T1J
 Etr; Tar; 7rpOU- 
EvXàs, ftTa È/CTEÀ
uaVTEr; 7rf.VTE éT'l} Èv T8 ICOIVWVÙ!: TWV EVXWV 
TvryXaVf.TWUaV T
r; 7Tpoucþopâr;' EÌ 8É TtVfr; lCaì ryvvaixar; éXOVTEr; 
\ r ß ' \ ,.. , f" , \ ... 't'
 
/Cat V7rEp aVTfr; TOV 7TEVT'l}/COVTUfTY} 'XpOVOV 'YJjLUpTOV, E7rll TV EçOOP 
,.. ß ' , ,.. , 
TOU LOV TvryxavETwuav T"1jr; /CotvWVtur;. 
fee Those ,vho have been or are now guilty of lying ,vith 
beasts, supposing they are not tw.enty years old ,vhen they 
c0l11mit this sin, shall be substTati for fifteen years; they 
shall then be alluwed to join in the prayers for five years 
(and ,viII consequently live in the fourth degree of peni- 
tence); and after that tÌlne they may assist at the holy 
sacrifice. An examination Inust also be nlade of their con- 
duct \vhile they .were S1lvstrati, and also notice taken of the 
lives they led. As for those .who have sinned imllloderately 
in this \vay (i.e. .who have for a long tÏ1ne COlTIlTIitted this sin), 
they must undergo a long suvst1'atio (no allo\vance \vill be 
made in their case). Those .who are more than twenty, and 
have been married, and have nevertheless fallen into this sin, 
shaH be allo,ved to share in the prayers only after a snvstratio 
of t\venty-five years; and after five years' sharing in the 
prayers, they shall be allo\ved to assist at the holy sacrifice. 
If married men nlore than fifty years old fall into this sin, 
they shall receive the cOlnmunion only at the end of their lives." 
On the expressions substrati, paTticipation in prayeTs and in 
the scw1'ifice, cf. the relnarks above on canons 4 and 5. 


CAN. 17. 
T \ , , , "\. \" " ,,' I 
ovS' aÀo'YEva-ajLEvovr; /CaL ^f7rpOVr; OVTar;"i]TOt I\.f7T'pWUaVTur;, TOU- 
, t tt, , 
 ' \ ý' " e 
TOU:;; 7rpOUETa,:> EV 'ì} aryLa uvvooor; Etr; Tour; 'XEtjLa
OI.JÆVOUí) EVXfU at. 
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It is not easy to give the real meaning of this canon. It 
Inay perhaps nlean: "Those ,vho have comn1Ïtted acts of 
bestiality, and, being lepers thenlselves, have no,v (
TOt) 
111ade others so, nlust pray anlong the. XEljLa!;OjLÉvoLr;." Others 
translate it: "Those ,vho have comnlitted acts of bestiality, 
and are or have been lepers (ÀÆ7rpWUUVrur;, i.e. having been 
leprous), shall pray anlong the XEtjLu!;ojLÉvoLr;." This last 
translation seems to us inexact; for À.E7rpWUUVrur; does not 
conle from ÀE7rpáw, but from À.E7TpÓCJJ, Yvhich has a transitive 
111eaning, and signifies "to nlake leprous." 1 But even if ,ve 
adopt the fornler translation ,vithout hesitation, it is still asked 
if the leprosy of 'v hich the canon speaks is the malady known 
by that nanle, and \vhich lepers could communicate to others 
especially by cohabitation; or if it 111eans spiritual leprosy, 
sin, and especially the sin of bestiality, and its ,vider exten- 
sion by bad example. Van Espen thinks that the canon 
unites the two ideas, and that it speaks of the Teal leprosy 
caused precisely by this bestial depravity.2 By the word 
XEtjLa!;ójLEVOt sonle understand those possessed. This is the 
vie,v of Beveridge and Routh. 3 Others, particu]arly Suicer, 
think that the Council means by it penitents of the lo,vest 
degree, the flcntcs, who had 110 right- to enter the church, but 
renlained in the porch, in the open air, exposed to all incle- 
111encies CXEljLwv), and ,vho nlust ask those who entered the 
church to intercede for them. 4 
As, ho,vever, the possessed also renlained in the porch, the 
generic nalne of XEtjLa!;ÓjLEVOL was given to all ,vho "'
ere 
there, i.e. ,vho could not enter the church. 'Ve may there- 
fore accept Suicer's explanation, \vith \vhonl agree Van Espen, 
Herbst, etc. Having settled this point, let us return to 
the explanation of ÀÉ7rpa. It is clear that À.E7rpWUUVrar; 
cannot possibly 111ean "those \vho have been lepers;" for 
there is 110 reason to be seen ,vhy those 'v ho ,vere cured of 
that ll1alady should have to renlain outside the church among 


1 The intransitive verb ÀS?;,púw would make its participle ).s'7l'pn d t%JI'T<<';. 
2 C011unent. l. c. p. 116. 
3 Bevereg. t. ii. Append. p. 72, in the notes to can. 11 of the Council of 
Nicæa, printed also by Routh, Rtli'l. saer. iii. 490, cf. ibid. 444. 
4. Suicer, Tltesau'J"us, 8.V. /GSlfu/,,
tf'-UDI. 
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the flcntcs. Secondly, it is clear that the words ÀE7TpOV
 
öVTa'), etc., are added to give force to the expression ÙÀoryEV- 
Uáf1ÆvOt. The preceding canon had decreed different penalties 
for different kinds of ùÀoryEvuáj1ÆVot. But that pronounced by 
canon 17 being much severer than the preceding ones, the 
àXO'YEvuáj1ÆVOt of this canon must be greater sinners than 
those of the former one. / This greater guilt cannot consist 
in the fact of a literal leprosy; for this lnalady ,vas not a 
consequence of bestiality. But their sin ,yas evidently greater 
,vhen they tempted others to comnlit it. It is therefore 
ÀÉ7Tpa in the figurative sense that ,ve are to understand; 
and our canon thus means: "Those ,vho ,vere spiritually 
leprous through this sin, and tempting others to commit it 
made them leprous." 


CAN. 18. 
E " , , e " ,
 e ' 
 \ ,.. 
t TtVE
 E7TLU/c07rOL KaTaUTa EVTE
 /Cat f.L1} VEX EVTEe; V7TO T17C; 
-, " ,,,\, , e r, ß ' À 
?Tapot/aae; EICELV'f)e;, EIS 'f)V WVOf.LUU 1)uav, ETEpat
 OV OtVTO 7TapOt- 
, " , ß 'y, e \ B ,.. \' ,.. 
KLate; E7ftEVat Kat ta,:>EU at 'TOVe; Ka EUTWTae; Kat UTaUEte; KtVEtV 
, ,,.. , , ,1.. '5-'. 8 ' \ , ß ''- " 
KaT aVTWV, TOVTOV
 a'j-'opt,:>EU at' Eav f.LEVTO/; OV/\,OlVTO EtC) TO 
7TPEUßVTÉpWV KaBU;EU8at, ev8a ,íjuuv 7rpÓTEpOV 7TpEUßVTEpOt, J1
 
, ß ' ÀÀ 8 ' \ ,. "", \ 
 \ 
 ' 5-'. \ 
a7rO a EU at aVTOVC; T1Je; TtJ-t'Y)C;' Eav of otaUTaûLU,:>WUt 7Tpoe; 
, e "" ,,.., I ',1..'" B ' \ \ \ 
TOVC; Ka EUTWTac; EKE[, f.7rtUK07TOVC;, U'j-'alpEtU at aVTOVC; Kat T1)V 
\ "" ß ' \' 8 '" , 
Ttf.L1)V TOV 7TpEU VTEptoV Kat rylVEU a aVTOVC; EKK'f)PVKTOVC;. 
" If bishops, 'v hen elected, but not accepted by the parish 
for which they are nOlninated, introduce theulselves into other 
parishes, and stir up strife against the bishops 'v ho are there 
instituted, they must be exconlmunicated. But if they (\vho 
are elected and not accepted) ,,,ish to live as priests iI:l those 
places ,vhere they had hitherto served as priests, they need 
not lose that dignity. But if they stir up discord against the 
bishop of the place, they shall be deprived of their presbyterate, 
and be shut out from the Church." 
As long as the people collectively had a share in the elec- 
tion of bishops, it often happened in the prÜnitive Church that 
a bishop, regularly elected, ,vas either expelled or rejected by 
a rising of the people. l Even although, at the time of his 
election, the majority ,vere in his favour, yet the minority often 
put a stop to it; just as ,ve sa,v in 1848 and 1849, how a 
1 Van Espen, Corrnment. l.c. p 117, and Jus Eccles. pars i. tit. 13, c. 1. 
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very small minority tyrannized over whole towns and countries, 
and even drove out persons .who displeased theln. The thirty- 
fifth apostolical canon (thirty -sixth or thirty-seventh according 
to other reckonings) and the eighteenth of Antioch (A.D. 341) 
spoke also of such bishops driven from their dioceses. 
When one of these bishops tried by violence or by treachery 
to drive a colleague froln his see, and to seize upon it, he ,vas 
to incur the penalty of àcþopt'EaBat. Van Espen understood 
[y that, the deprivation of his episcopal dignity; 1 but the 
àcþopLa"flJò') of the ancient Church signified more than that: it 
signified exconlmunication, at least the minor exconlmunica- 
tion, or exclusion froln the communion of the Church. 2 
But the canon adds, if a bishop not accepted by his Church 
does not make these criminal attempts, but ,villlive modestly 
among the priests of his former congregation, he can do so, and 
" he shall not lose his dignity." Is it here a question of the 
title and dignity of a bishop, but ,vithout jurisdiction; or 
does the w'ord 7"tJ.l
 signify here only the rank of a l}riest? 
Dionysius the Less (Exig1l/lls) has taken it in the latter sense, 
and translated it, " If they will, as presbyters, continue in the 
order of the priesthood" (si voZ
lerint in presbyterii ordine 
lt 
presbytel
i residerc). The G reek commentators Zonaras 3 and 
others have taken it in the same sense. This canon was added 
to the Corp.j'll1
. can. (c. 6, dist. 92). 


CAN. 19. 
r, o e ." :'\ "'\ ' , e ,.. " '\ I , 
(J"Ot '!rap EVlav E7Tary'YEI\""OfLEvot a ETOV(J"t T'l)V erraryryE/\'Lav, 7"OV 
,., 
, rl ':,\ I T ' I I 
TWV otryafLwv opOV EK7T/\,7]povTw(J"av. a') /lÆVTOt uvvEpxofLEva') 
e ' \ f , 
 " ,.f... \ , :,\' 
7Tap EVOV') 7"tULV OJ') aOEI\'j-'a') EKw/\,vuafLEV. 
"All who have taken a vo"\v of virginity, and have broken 
that vo,v, are to be considered as bigamists (Z'l'terally, nlust 
subnlit to the decrees and prescriptions concerning bigalnists). 
We also forbid virgins to Ii ve as sisters "Tith men." 
The first part of the canon regards all young persons-men 
as well as ,vonleI1-'v ho have taken a vo,v of virginity, and 
"\vho, having thus, so to speak, betrothed themselves to God, 
are guilty of a quasi bigaIny in violating that prolnise. They 
1 OommentariltS, l.c. p. 117. 2 Cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, s.v. ùCP(Jf;
fAJ. 
3 In Beycr. l.c. t. i. p. 395. Cf. Van Espen, Oomm. l.c. p. 117. 
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must therefore incur the punishment of bigamy (s'llccessÚ'a)" 
which, according to 
. Basil the Great,! consisted in one year's 
seclusion. This canon, ,vhich Gratian adopted (c. 24, causa 27, 
quæst. 1), speaks only of the violation of the vow by a la,vful 
marriage, ,vhilst the thirteenth canon of Elvira speaks of those 
,vho break their vo,v by incontinence. In the second part the 
canon treats of the uvvElua/cTot. On this point we refer to 
our remarks on the third canon of Nicæa, and on the twenty- 
seventh of Elvira. 
CAN. 20. 
' E ' , e '" ,\ , , " ", 
... 
av TtVor;; ryVV1J f.LOtXEV IJ 'f} /hotXEVUIJ Ttr;;, EV E7TTa eTEut VOKH 
( 
 "' ) " '" "'\ I ,.. , \ ß e ' , 
oft aVTOV TOV TE^EWV TVXHV /CaTa TOVr;; a /hovr;; TOVr;; 7TpO- 
I 
aryovTar;;. 
"If anyone has violated a married ,voman, or has broken 
the marriage bond, he must for seven years undergo the diffe- 
rent degrees of penance, at the end of ,vhich he ,vill be ad- 
mitted into the conlmunion of the Church." 
The simplest explanation of this canon is, cc that the man 
or "roman who has violated the marriage bond shall undergo 
a seven years' penance;" but nlany reject this explanation, 
because the text says aÙTòv TÙXEtV, and consequently can refer 
only to the husband. Fleury and TIouth 2 think the canon 
speaks, as does the seventieth of Elvira, of a ,yoman 'vho has 
broken the nlarriage tie ,vith the kno,vlec1ge and consent of 
her husband. The husband ,vould therefore in this case be 
punished for this pennission, just as if he had hinlself com- 
mitted adultery. Van Espen has given another explanation: 
"That he who lnarries a 'YOlnan already divorced for adultery 
is as criminal as if he had hinlself conlmitted adultery." 3 But 
this explanation appears to us more forced than that already 
given; and 've think that the Greek COlnmentators Balsanlon 
and Zonaras were right in giving the explanation ,ve have 
offered first as the most natural. They think that the Synod 
punished every adulterer, ,vhether man or ,voman, by a seven 
years' penance. There is no reason for making a n1Ìstake 


1 Basilius, ad A'mphilocl
., 3d vol. of the Bened. ed. of his works, p. 272. Cf. 
our remarks on the t1lÍrd and sevent11 canons of N eocæsarea. 
2 Routh, Reliq. sacr. iii. 447; Fleury, Hist. Eee!. t. ii. liv. x. 
 16. 
I Cornmnltar. l.c. p. 118. 
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because only the ,vord aÌrròv occurs in the passage in ,vhicb 
tbe penalty is fixed; for avròv here n1eans the guilty party, 
and applies equally to the ,voman and the lllan: besides, in 
the preceding canon the n1asculine óUOt f.7raryryEÀÀÓf1ÆVOt includes 
young nlen and young ,vomen also. It is probable that the 
Trullan Synod of 692, in fOrIning its eighty -seventh canon, 
had in vie,v the t,ventieth of Ancyra. The sixty-ninth canon 
of Elvira condemned to a lighter punishment-only five years 
of penance-him who had been only once guilty of adultery. 
CAN. 21. 
II ,,.. ,..,..., ,.., ., ,.., 
Ept- TWV ryvvatKWV TWV EK7rOPVEVOVUWV Kat- avatpovuwv Ta 
, , 
 
 ,.. rk. B ' ... r \ , r' 
ryEvVWf1Æva Kat, lT7TOVOa
ovuwv 't' opla 7rOlElV 0 f1ÆV 7rpOTEpO
 OpOl) 
, ., t ' 
 "',,- " ' e rk."'\ e ' 
J1ÆXpLl) ESOOOV EKW/\,VlTEV, Kat- Tovrcp UVVTL fVTUC 't'll\.av PW7rO- 

, r' r, 
 ,.., " ß e ' 
TfpOV Of Tt EvpovrE
 WptUaf1ÆV OEKaET1} 'XPOVOJl KaTa TOV
 a fLour; 
TOÙ
 WPlU}LÉVOVl) (adde 7rÀ7]pwuat,). 
" Women 'who prostitute themselves, and ,vho kill the chil- 
dren thus begotten, or ,vho try to destroy thenl when in their 
,volnbs, are by ancient la,v excolnn1unicated to the end of 
their lives. We, ho,vever, have softened their punislllnent, 
and conden1ned them to the various appointed degrees of 
penance for ten years." 
The sixty-third canon of Elvira had forbidden the COlTI- 
l11union to be adn1Ïnistercd to such 'VOlnen even on their 
death-beds; and this ,vas the canon ,vhich the Synod of 
Ancyra had probably here in view. 1 The expression Ka
 
Tovrcp lTvvTlefV'Tat is vague: TlVÈ
 Inay be understood, and it 
n1Ìght be translated, " and some approve of this severity;" or 
,ve 111ight understand aí, and tr<.lnslate ,vith Routh,2 "The same 
punislllllent will be inflicted on those ,vho assist in causing 
miscarriages:" the ,vords then n1ean, "and those ,vho assist 
theIn." 'Ve think, ho,vever, the first explanation is the easier 
and the 1110re natural. Gentianus Hervetus and Van Espen 
have adopted it, translating thus: ct ei qnidct1n assc'nticntur. 3 
CAN. 22. 
II 'f , rk.' to , ,,,,
,",\,, 

pt, EKOV(J"lWV 'j-'OVWV, V7T07rl7TTETW(J"av }LEV, 'TOV OE TEI\.ELOV flJ 
Trf Tf.ÀEt TOÛ ß{OV KaTagwúuBwuav. 
1 Van Espen, l.c. p. 119. 2 l.c. p. 447 sq. 
8 cr. :Mansi, ii. 519; Van Espen, Com. p. 119. 
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"As to \vilful murderers, they must be subst?Ydi, and 
allo\ved to receive the conlll1union only at the end of their life." 
CAN. 23. 
' E \.. I cþ ' f \ , f' , r , 
7T
 a.KOVUl(J)V OVWV, 0 J1ÆV 7TpOTEpO
 opot) EV E7TTaf.TLq. 
,,\' ,.. ,,\' ^ \ \ r , ßB ' 
KE/\,EVEt TOU TEI\.ELOU /lÆTaUxEtV KaTa T01J
 (J)ptUJ1ÆVOV
 a fLovt)' 
r 
\ 
 ' \ ...,"'\... 
o OE OEVTEpO
 TOV 7TEVTaET1J 'Xpovov 7r /\''l}pwuat. 
"As to unpremeditated murder, the earlier ordinance 
allowed communion (to the homicide) at the end of a seven 
years' penance; the second requued only five years." 
Of the first and second ordinances referred to in this canon 
nothing further is kno\vn ; 1 as to the terms õpo
, Tf.ÀEWV, and 
ßa8fLoì, see the canons of Ancyra already explained. 
CAN. 24. 
O r' \,.. e ' ... , ( ' 8 ... ) 
t KaïafLaVTEvofLEVO/' Ka
 Ta
1) UVV'l} fLatt) TWV XPOVWV E vwv 
'f: "'\ 8 ... .\'" , \ r ,.." , \ 
EçaKO/\,OV OVVTE
 1] ELua'YOVTE
 TtVa
 HI) TOVt) EaVTWV OllCOV
 f.7Tb 
, , cþ ... ,\ ' e ' r \ \ , 
aVEVpEUEt apfLaKEtW]J 'f} Ka
 Ka apuo, V7TO TOV Kavova 7T
7r- 
, ,.. , \ \ ß8 ' r' , 
TETWUaV T'ì7
 7TEVTaETLa
 KaTa TOV
 a fLoVt) (f)ptUfLEVOV
, TpLa 
ËT'l) V7r07rTWUEW
 Kal Dvo h7J Evxf}-; 'Xwpì
 7rpoucþopâ
. 
" Those \vho foretell the future, and follo\v pagan customs, 
or admit into their houses people (magicians) in order to 
discover n1agical remedies, or to perform expiations, must be 
sentenced to a five years' penance, to three years of S'llbstTatio, 
and to bvo years of attendance at prayers \vithout the sacri- 
fice (non-con1municating attendance)." 
We D1USt refer to the explanations \ve have given under 
canon 4 on the different degrees of penance. It has long 
been kno\vn (as \vitnesses \ve have the old Greek commenta- 
tors Balsamon and Zonaras,2 and the old Latin interpreters 
Dionysius the Less and Isidore, confirmed by llouth 3 ) that 
the correct reading is èevwv instead of Xpovwv. The canon 
threatens equally diviners and those \vho consult thell1 and 
SUlnn10n thell1 to their houses to prepare magical relnedies and 
perform expiations. 
CAN. 25. 
M " , cþe I ..., 
 "\ "" ... ,... r 
V7)UTEvuaflÆVO
 TI
 KOP?]V 7TpOUE ap7J T'[J aOEI\.'j-''[J aVT1J
, ro
 
, , A-.' "" 
 \ , , ,... r 
 \ 
Ka
 f.7rI'j-'opE(]'at aVT1]V' E'Y77ìLE OE 7'l}V fLV1)(],T1JV fLETa TaVTa, 1) of. 


1 Van Espen, l. c. p. 120. 
3 Routh, Reli'l. saCT. iii. 449. 


2 In Bev. i. 399. 
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"' 8 .. "t' r 
 ' , "'\ ' 8 ' 
 , 
'r apELua a'lr'f}'YC:,aTO' Of, UVVEtoOTE
 EKE/\,EV(]' 1}crav EV OEKaETLl] 

 e '" " .. "f' ß e ' 
VEX 1}Vat E/8 'TOV
 uvvEcr7(J)Ta
 KaTa TOV
 (JJptU/hEVOV
 a /l-OU
. 
"A certain person ,vho had betrothed himself to a girl, had 
connection ,vith her sister, so that she became pregnant: he 
then lllarried his betrothed, and his sister-in-law hanged her- 
self. It ,vas determined that all his accomplices should be ad- 
n1Ïtted among the sistentes (i.e. to the fourth degree of penance), 
after passing through the appointed degrees for ten years." 
The Council here decides, as we see, a particular case 
,vhich ,vas submitted to it; and it condemned not only the 
particular offender, but all the accomplices ,vho had assisted 
him to comInit the crime, ,vho had advised him to leave her 
he had seduced, and to marry her sister, or the like. The 
punishnlent inflicted was very severe, for it ,vas only at the 
end of ten years (passed in the three first degrees of penance) 
that the offenders were admitted to the fourth degree. It is 
not stated how long they ,vere to remain in that degree 
before admission to the conlmunion. The Greek verb 7TpOU- 
cþ8Elp o /l-at generally means, cc to do anything to one's hurt:" 
joined to 'YvvatKl or some other similar word, it has the mean- 
ing ,ve have given it. We have rendered à'lr
ryEaTo by 
"hanged herself;" ,ve ought, ho\vever, to note that à7ráryx w 
signifies every kind of suicide. 
SEC. 17. Synocl of Ncocæsarea (314-325). 
According to the title ,vhich the ancient Greek 1\1S8. give 
to the canons of the Synod of N eocæsarea in Cappadocia, 
this Synod ,vas held a little later than that of Ancyra, but 
before that of Nicæa. 1 The names of the bishops ,vho assisted 
at it seenl to furnish a second chronological support to this 
view. They are for the most part the saI11e as those ,y ho are 
nalned at the Council of Ancyra, Vitalis of Antioch at their 
head (the Libellus Synodic1
S reckons t,venty-four of them); but 
neither the Greek 1\188. nor Dionysius the Less have these 
names. Tillemont 2 and other writers have for this reason 


1 Cf. on this point th.3 Essay of the Ballerini in their ed. of the works of S. 
Leo, t. iii. p. xxii. c. 4. 
2 llIémoires, etc. vi. 86, ed. Brux. 1732, under the art. S. Yitale. Cf. Van 
Espcn, Oom. l.c. p. 121 sqq. 
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raised doubts as to the historical value of these lists, and the 
brothers Ballerini have not hesitated to disallo\v their authen- 
ticity. It remains, ho\vever, an incontestable fact, that the 
Synod of N eocæsarea took place at about the same time as 
that of Ancyra, after the death of J\1:axin1Ïn the persecutor of 
the Christians (313), and before the Synod of Nicæa (325). 
Ordinarily the same date is assigned to it as to that of 
Ancyra, 314 or 315; but to me it seems more probable that 
it took place several years later, because there is no longer 
any question about the lapsed. The Synod of Ancyra had 
devoted no fe"wer than ten canons (1-9 and 12) to this 
subject, as a persecution had then just ceased; the Synod of 

eocæsarea did not touch 011 these matters, probably because 
at the tÏ1ne when it assembled the lapsed had already received 
their sentence, and there were no nlore nleasures necessary to 
be taken on that subject. The Libellus Synodicus, it is true, 
states that the Synod of (N eo) Cæsarea occupied itself with 
those \vho had sacrificed to the gods or abjured their religion, 
or had eaten of sacrifices offered to idols, and during the 
persecution;1 but the canons of the Council say not a word 
of them. It is probable that the late and very inaccurate 
Libellus Synodic
lS 2 confounded, on this point, the Synod of 
N eocæSRrea with that of Ancyra. It has, without any 
grounds, been alleged that the canons of N eocæsarea which 
spoke of the lapsi have been destroyed. 3 


CAN. 1. 
II ß ' ", ""t ' , ' 8 8 " 
pE(J" VTEpO
 eav t'J'YJP:[J, T'YJ
 TaçElt)
 aVTOV f.1ÆTaTl f(J" at, eav 

 \ I ,\ " t e ,.. 8 ,,'..... '" 8 
OE 7rOpVEVU'[J 1] jLOLXEV(J"'[J, e
;l..() etu at aVTOV TE/\,EOV Kat a"lEU at 
", I 
aVTOV El8 jLETavOtav. 
"If a priest marry, he shall be removed from the ranks of 
the clergy; if he commit fornication or adultery, he shall be 
excommunicated, and shall submit to penance." 
The meaning is as follows: "If a priest marry after ordi- 
nation, he shall be deposed fronl his priestly order, and 
reduced to the com.'{)

tnio Zaicalis; if he is guilty of fornica- 
tion or adultery, he must be excommunicated, and must pass 
1 In Harù. v. 1499; Mansi, ii. 551. 2 See above, 
 1. 
3 Rérni Ceillier, l.c. p. 722 sq.; Migne, .Diet. dcs Conciles, ii. 54. 
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hrongh all the degrees of penance in order to regain com- 
munion ,vith the Church." 'Ve have seen above, in canon 
10 of Ancyra, that in one case deacons \vere allo"\ved to marry 
after ordination,-namely, "\vhen they had announced their 
intention of doing so at the time of their election. In the 
case of priests neither the Council of Ancyra nor that of 
Neocæsarea made any exception. This first canon has been 
inserted in the C01'p. iu'}'. can? 


C_\N. 2. 
rvv
 Èàv ry
JL7]Tat ðVO àðEÀcþoî'), ÈEwÐE{aBw JLtXPL ÐaváTou
 
:'\' , ... e ' 
, , ".1..:'\ Ð I ,,, 
 f: , 
7r /\,,'1] V EV TCfJ aVaT(p, ota T1}V 't't/\"av pW7TtaV, fL7TOVlJ"a w') vryta- 
:'\ I \. , r/
" , , , 
 \. "'\ I f: 
VQo-a /\"VlJ"H TOV ryaJ.L01', EçEL T'Y]V JLETQVotav' Eav oE TE/\"EVT'Y]lJ"'[J '1J 
" I ' ... " ,." f"\ ,,,, 
ryvV1} EV TOLOV7lp ryaJ.L
o OVlJ"a 'l]TOt 0 aVl]p, ÒVlJ"X E P1J;; TCfJ JLEwaVTlr 
f: , 
'1J JLETQVOta. 
"If a woman has Inarried t.wo 'brothers, she shall be ex- 
conllllunicated till her death; if she is in danger of death, 
and pron1Ìses in case of recovery to break off this illegitiluate 
union, she may, as an act of mercy, be adn1Ìtted to penance. 
If the ,voman or husband die in. this union, the penance for 
the survivor ,viTI be very strict." 
This is a question of marriage of the first degree of affinity, 
which is still forbidden by the present la"\v. The canon 
punishes such marriages ,vith absolute exconlmunication; so 
that he "\vho had entered into such should not obtain com- 
munion even in articulo mOTtis, unless he promised in case of 
recovery to break this union. This promise being given, he 
can be adlnitted to penance (gEEt T
V JLETávotav). Zonaras 
thus correctly explains these \vords: "In this case he shall 
receive the holy communion in a?,ticulo ?nortis, provided he 
promises that, if he recovers, he will submit to penance." 
Canon 6 of Ancyra .was explained in the saIne ,vay. 


C
\.N. 3. 


IT ,,.. " If:' I 
EpL TWV 7TÀELlJ"TOL') rya}LOLr;; 7rEpt7it7T'TOVTWV 0 JLEV xpovor;; 
".1..' f 
 , f
" ".1.." f: I , " 
ua't'1]') 0 WPLlJ"JLEvor;;, 'l} DE aValJ"Tp O 't'1J /Cat 'l} 7TLlJ"TL') aVTWV lJ"VV- 
, , , 
TE/..LVEL TOV 'XpOVOV. 
"As for those .who have been often lllarried, the duration 
1 C. 9, dist. 28. 
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of their penance is well kno.wn; but their good conduct and 
faith may shorten that period." 
As the Greek comnlentators have remarked,! this canon 
speaks of those ,vho have been married more than twice. It 
is not known ,vhat ,vere the ancient ordinances of penitence 
which the Synod here refers to. In later times, bigamists 
were condemned to one year's penance, and trigamists from 
two to five years. S. Basil places the trigamists for three 
years among the a'Ltdientes, then for some time among the 
consistcntcs. 2 Gratian has inserted this third canon of Neo- 
cæsarea in the c. 8, causa 31, quæst. 1, in connection ,vith 
canon 7 of the same Synod. 
CAN. 4. 
, EdV 7Tpó87}Taí T(8 È7'nBvjl:íjuat (È7T'tBv}L
uar;;) ryvvatKòr;; uvry- 
KaBEVD1]Uat }LET' aV7'fjr;; (avTfi), }L
 éÀB'[J DÈ Eìr;; épryov aV70V 'h 
, B ' ".#.., r' f:'",' ., ., f' B 
EV vfL7}utr;;, 'j-'atVETat OTt V7T'O 7'r}r;; xapLTor;; EppVU 1]. 
"If a man 'v ho burns ,vith love for a ,vonlan proposes to 
live ,vith her, but does not perform his intention, it is to be 
believed that he ,vas restrained by grace." 
Instead of È7rtBvfLfjuat we must read, with Beveridge and 
Routh,3 ,vho rely upon several MSS., È7rtBVfL
uar;;. They also 
replace fLET' aVTfjr;; by aV7fj. The meaning of this canon is, 
that" he ,vho has sinned only in thought must not undergo a 
public penance." 4 


CAN. 5. 
K ' "" , ( ' ) " '" ,.. 
aT7]xovfLEvor;;, Eav EtUEPxofLEVO;; Etr;; TO KVptaKov EV 7'[J 7WV 
, , t ' ... 
' ( ".#.. " ) f , ., \ \ 
KaT'l}XOVfJÆVWV TaçEt UT'[lK'[J, OVTOr;; Of: 'f'av[J afLapTavwv, Eav fLEV 
, "'\. ' , , e ' f: I ' E \ 
 \ ,., I 
ryovv K/\'WWV, aKpoau w IL7}KETt a}LapTavwv' av Of: Kat aKpow- 
"f: , 't e ' B 
J1ÆVOr;; ETt afLapTUV'[J, EçW Etu w. 
"If a catechumen, after being. introduced into the Church, 
and admitted into the ranks of the catechumens, acts as a 
sinner, he must, if he is genujlectens (i.e. to say, in the second 
degree of penance), become aucliens (the lo,vest degree), until 
1 In Bevereg. l. c. i. 404. 
2 Basil. ad Amphil. can. 4, Opp. ed. Bened. iii. 271 sq. Cf. below, canon 7 
of this Synod, anù the nineteenth of Ancym. 
3 Bev. Synod. Ì. 404; Routh, Rel. Sac. iii. 465. 
4 Cf. Van Espell, C01n111Ænt, l.c. p. 124; :mù Fleury, llist. Eccl. t. ii. li\"". 
x. sec. 17. 
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he sins no more. If, after being a'lldiens, he continues to sin, 
he shall be entirely excluded from the Church." 
Routh,! on good critical grounds, recomnlends the introduc- 
tion into the text of 76 and cþavfi. The form lJ'T?]K'l1 and the 
verb lJ'T?]KW, to stand up, do not occur in classical Greek, but 
are often found in the Ne,v Testament, e.g. in S. Mark xi. 25, 
and are formed from the regular perfect laT'l}Ka. 2 Hardouin 
thinks the canon has in vie,v the carnal sins of catechumens; 
and áfl-ápT1Jfl-a has else,vhere this meaning, e.g. in canons 2, 9, 
and 14 of Nicæa. 3 


CAN. 6. 
n \ cþ , 
, 
 '" cþ 'Y. e f" ß '.... ' 
 \ 
Ep" <<vo OpOVU1J
, OTt oft (ÙTL
EU at 07T'OTE ov",ETat' OVOEV 
", "f" .... , 
\ 'f:f 
ryap EV TOVTCP KOtVWVft 1] TLKTovua TCfJ TtKTOIJÆVcp, ota TO EKUUTOV 
,
 ,\ , " \ '" f' .... ' 
, e 
'-VLav T1]V 7T'pOalpEU/"V T1]V E7T't, T'[J op,o",orytc! OEtKVVU at. 
" A 'VOll1an ,vith child n1ay be illuminated (i.e. baptized) 
,vhenever she dCll1ands it; for she .who bears has nothing 
on this account in conlmon ,vith binl who is borne, since each 
party must profess his o,vn ,villingness (to be baptized) by his 
confession of faith." 
Some thought that ,vhen a ,voman ,vith child is baptized, 
the grace of the sacranlent is given to the fruit of her ,vomb J 
and so to baptize this child again after its birth is in a 
manner to administer a second baptism; and they concluded 
that they ought not to baptize a pregnant ,voman, but that 
they must wait till her delivery. 
CAN. 7. 
II ß ' " 
 , ( 
 ,.. ) 'f: 
pEa VTEpOV EIS ryafl-ou
 vtryap,ovvTWV otryap,ouvTO
 p'1] EUTL- 
.. e " , , '" '" 
, ,,, f' 
au at, E7T'EL p,ETavotaV a"TOUVTO
 TOU otryap,ov, TL
 fUTal 0 r;rpEU- 
ß ' f' 
, ,,
 , 0 ' "', 
VTEpO
, 0 oLa T'i}() EUTLuaEW
 uvryKaTaTt Efl-EVOÇ; TOt() ryafl-ot
 ; 
" No priest shall eat at the marriage feast of those who 
are married for the second time; for if such a bigamist should 
(afterwards) ask leave to do penance, how stands the priest 
,vho, by his presence at the feast, had given his approval to 
the marriage ? " 
We have already seen by canon 3, that in the East that 
successive bigamy (bigu1nia successit'a) ,vhich is here in ques- 


1 Reliq. sacr. iii. 466. 
3 Hard.. i. 283, n. 


2 Walll. Clavis N. T. s. V. d'TV;X,fAJ. 
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tion, as Beveridge thinks} and not bigamy properly so called, 
,vas punished in the East by a year's penance. The meaning 
of the canon is as follo,vs: "If the biganlist, after contracting 
his second marriage, comes to the priest to be told the punish- 
ment he has to undergo, how stands the priest himself, who 
for the sake of the feast has become his accomplice in the 
offence ? .. 
CAN. 8. 
TUV1] TtVOr;; jLot'XEuBliua Àa"ÙcoÐ oVTor;;, èàv ÈÀE'YXBfJ cþavepw:;, 
f ,.. 
 f , 
 B ,.. , f::o' " f::o\ , " 
o TOWUTOr;; E/8 V7r'l}pEulav EA EtV ou ouvaTat' Eav OE Kat j.LETa T'YJV 
, e " ' cþ '"'\ ,"'\" , \ " 
\ }';" , 
XetpOTOVtaV jLOtXEU lJ, 0 EL^Et a7ro^va-at aUT1}V. eav OE UUI;)'[J, OU 

, " 0 '" 0 ' ,,, f , 
()UVaTat EXEU at T'YJ') EryXEtptU ELU'l}') aUTcp U7r'l}pEa-La'). 
"If the "\vife of a layman has been unfaithful to her husband, 
and she is convicted of the sin, her (innocent) husband cannot 
be adn1Ítted to the service of the Church; but if she has vio- 
lated the la-\v of marriage after her husband's ordination, he 
must leave her. If, in spite of this, he continues to live \vith 
her, he must resign the sacred functions \vhich have been 
entrusted to him." 
The COl"p. i
(;r. can. has adopted this canon. 2 The reason 
for this ordinance evidently consists in this, that through the 
close connection bet\veen a man and his \vife, a husband is 
dishonoured by an adulterous wife, and a dishonoured man 
cannot become an ecclesiastic. The Pasto'p of Hermas 3 had 
already sho\vn that a husband must leave his adulterous wife. 4 


CAN. 9. 
II ß '" \' e '" f: 
pEU UTepor;;, Eav 'IT"pO'l}JLapT1]KOJr;; UOJf.LaTt 7T'poa'X '[J <<at O}LOÀO- 
'Y
(J"V åTt 1}fLapTe 71"pb T
') XHpOTov{a'), }L
 71"p(Jucþep
T(J), }LÉvCJJV Èv 
""\ ,.. 
, \ ",,\ "\ 
 I " 'f: , 
TOLr;; ,,,Ot7rOt') ota T1}V a^'''1}v U7rOU07jV' Ta 'Yap ÀOL7ra u}LapT1}fLaTa 
"A. f: "\"\' ,\ B "A.'" f::o' " \ 
E 
auav Ot 71"O^^Ot <<at T1}V XEtpO E(J"Lav a
tEVat' Eav OE aUTO') }L1J 
f: "\ " ,"'\ e " f::o' cþ ... 'f::o 0 " " , 
 , , 
OJLO^O"lV, E^E'YX '1}vat OE aVEpW')}L'l} OVV1] lJ, err aUTp EKEtVrp 
... e "
 ' 
71"OtELU at T1}V EçOU(J"Lav. 
"A priest who has committed a carnal sin before being 
ordained, and \vho of his own accord confesses that he has 


1 Cf. Routh, l.c. p. 469, and Van Espen, l.c. p. 124. 2 C. 11, dist. 34. 
3 Lib. ii. mand. 4. See Hefele's Apost. Fathers, 3d ed. p. 353. 
4: Cf. also the sixty-fifth canon of Elvira, which treats of the adulterous wife 
of an ecclesiastic. 
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sinned before ordination, must not offer the holy sacrifice; 
but he may continue his other functions if he is zealous, for 
many think that other sins (except that of incontinence) ,vere 
blotted out by his ordination as priest. But if he does not 
confess it, and he cannot clearly be convicted, it shall be in 
his ovvn power to act (as he ,vill, i.e. to offer the sacrifice, or to 
refrain from offering)." 
Cf. can. 22 of the Council in Trtùlo, and can. 1, causa 15, 
quæst. 8, in the Corp. iur. can. 


CAN. 10. 

 O ' \ 
 , , \ , .. , ^ 
, , 
}LOtoJr;; Kat otalCovor:;, Eav EV 7
 aVTp ap.apT'l}}La'T{' 7rEPL7réU'!l, 
\ .... f I 't' I 
T'l}V TOV V7T'lJpETOV TaSlV EXETW. . 
"In the same ,yay, the deacon who has committed the same 
sin must only have the office of an inferior minister." 
The preposition lv before TP aVTcp is struck out by Routh,! 
on the authority of seVerall\Iss. By 1ninist1'í (v7T
pETat) are 
meant the inferior officers of the Church-the so-called minor 
orders, often including the sub-deacons. 2 This canon, com- 
pletely distorted by false translations (of the Prisca and Isi- 
dore), was nlade into one canon ,vith the preceding in the Corp. 
i
f/)'. can. 3 . 
CAN. 11. 
II ß ' ,... , ,.., , e " 
pEU VTEpor;; 7rpO T(JJV TptalCOVTa ETC1.JV p.1J Xf.lPOTOVf.tU W, Eav 
" , 9 f " e "t',,\ "\' , , e 
 \ K ' 
Kat 7raVU '[J 0 av pOO7Tor;; aswr:;, a"""a a7TOTYJpEUT 00' 0 "lap vpwr:; 
'I 'lJuovr;; XpLUTÒ
 
v TP TptalCouTcp ËTEL ÈcþOOT{a-Ð1] lCaì 
p
aTo 
OtOáUICEW. 
" No one is to be ordained priest before he is thirty years 
old. Even although he be in every respect ,vorthy, he must 
wait; for our Lord Jesus Christ, ,vhen thirty years old, ,vas 
baptized, and began (at that age) to teach." 
"\Ve know that, in the primitive Church, cþOOTlsf.uBat, to be 
illuminated, Ineans to be baptized. 'Ve find tills canon in the 
Corp. jlf
r. can. 4 
CAN. 12. 
' E ' .... cþ e ", . ß ' " e ' 
, 
av VOU(JJV Ttr;; WTLU '[I, EiS ,'1rpEu VTf.pOvaryEu at ov ouvaTaL, 
1 Reliq. sacr. iii. 472. 
2 Cf. call. 2 of ArIes, above, p. 185; and Suicer, Thes. s.v. Ú9f"p

'1;. 
I C. 1" causa 15, q. 8. 4 C. 4, dist. 78. 
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" , ,
, ,,,,"\. "\.' , t: ,. , 
-OUK E/C '1TpOatpEG"EwÇ; "lap 'l} 7rLG"T(8 aVTov, a/\;/\; Eç avaryK'l}I;),- 
, , , 
" ,,, ,,... 
, " , 
EL J.L'l} Taxa ola T'Y)V JLETa TaVTa aVTOV (]"7TOV01}V /CaL 7TLG"TLV lCa
 

 , , , e ' 
ULa U7TaVLV av PW7T'WV. 
" If a man is baptized when he is ill, he cannot be ordained 
priest; for it was not spontaneously, but of necessity (through 
fear of death), that he made profession of the faith-unless, 
perhaps, he has displayed great zeal and faith, or if the supply 
of candidates fails." 
All commentators, except Aubespine,l say that this canon, 
,vhich 'vas received into the Corp. iur. can.,2 speaks of those 
,vho, by their O"wn fault, have deferred the reception of bap- 
tism till their deathbed. Aubespine thinks that it refers to 
catechumens ,vho have not received baptism earlier through no 
fault of their own, but who, finding themselves smitten by a 
severe siclmess, are baptized before the usual time, i.e. before 
receiving all the necessary instruction. It was, he added, on 
account of this want of instruction that they were forbidden 
to enter the priesthood if they regained their bealth. But the 
forty-seventh canon of Laodicea tells us that in the primitive 
Church it was the duty of such catechumens to receive instruc- 
tion even after baptism; and this alone overthrows Aubespine's 
conj ecture. 3 
CAN. 13. 
, y;t' ß ' ,,, ,..","\. ,f... , 
E.J7rLXWPLOt 7TpEG" VTEpOL EV Tlf /CvpLa/Cp T1}1;) 7rO/\;EWÇ; 7rpOG",/"E- 
, 
, "',\ ß ' ,"\. " 
petv ov ovvaVTat 7TapOVTO
 E7T'LG"K07TOV 1] 7TpEG" VTepwv 7TO,,,eWI;), OVTe 
'" 
 
, , ,,.. ,
, , " 
\ ,... \ 
fL'l}V apTOV oLoovaL EV EUXV OVOE 7rOT'l}ptOV' EalJ DE a7TCJJG"t iCa
 
, , \ "\. e ,.., 
 ,
 
El8 EVX'Y)V /C/\;1J V /.LOVOI;), OLO(i)G"LV. 
" Country priests must not offer the holy sacrifice in the town 
church (the cathedral) ,vhen the bishop or the town priests 
are present: nor must they either distribute, with prayer, 
the breall and the chalice. But if the bishop and his priests 
are absent, and if the country priest be invited to celebrate, 
he may adlninister holy comnlunion." 
Instead of KÀ.'l}8fJ jLÓVOç;, the old Latin translators of the canons, 
Dionysius the Less and Isidore, read KA'l}ÐwG"L, J.LÓVOL; that is to 


1 In Routh, Reliq. 8acr. iii. 473; all<.l Van Espen, Oomm. l. c. p. 126. 
2 C. 1, dist. 57. 
:3 Cf. Van Espen, C07nm. l.c. p. 126; Herbst, TÜbin[J. Quartalschrift, 1821, 
S. 445 f.; Routh, l.c. p. 473 sq. 
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say, "If they are asked, then only can they administer the 
Lord's Supper;" and Routh recommends this reading. This 
canon is contained in the Corp. fur. can. l 


CAN. 14. 


O f 
, , " \ ." '" f ß 
 ' 
t oE 'XooperrLUK07l'Ot EtUt fLEV EIS 'TV7rOV 'TWV E OOfL1}1l0VTa' 
r
' "\"\ ' 
" 
' ( ' ) '" , 
(ù
 OE UV"d"EtTOVpryOt ola T'l}V U7rOVO'f}V T'f}V Et
 TOV
 '1TT(j)'XOVr;; 
cþ ' , 
7T'pOU EPOVUt 'TtfLwflÆVOt. 
"The chorepiscopi represent the seventy disciples of Christ; 
and, as fello"\v-"\vorkers, on account of their zeal for the poor, 
they have the honour of offering the sacrifice." 
A function is here assigned to the chorepiscopi which is 
denied to country priests, namely, the offering of the holy 
sacrifice in the cathedral, in the presence of the bishop and the 
town priests. On the clw'repiscopi, compare c. 13 of Ancyra, 
and our remarks belo"\v on canon 57 of Laodicea. Many :MSS. 
and editions have canons 13 and 14 in one. 


CAN. 15. 
L1 ' f' , '" ',,\ '? \, , 
 , 
tallovot E7rTa O't'Et/\,OVUtV Etvat lCaTa TOV lCavova, /Cav 7T'aVV 
, "f",,\ e ' 
,." ... ß ' Q.... ,.. II ' t: 
j.LEryaÀ7) EL7} 'I] 7ro/\,tr;;' '1TELU 'f}U!} OE a7TO Tl}r;; Lf--J/\'OV 'TOOII pac;;E(j)V. 
"In even the largest to"\vns there must be, according to the 
rule, no more than seven deacons. This may be proved from 
the Acts of the Apostles." 
This canon ,vas given in the Om'p. jzt1". can. 2 
1 C. 12, dist. 95. 2 C. 12, dist. 93. 
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CHAPTER I. 


PRELIMINARy.1 


SEC. 18. The lJoctTine of the Logos prior to ATianism. 


F RO
I the beginning, two points concerning the Logos and 
His T'elation to the Father have stood as divinely re- 
vealed in the consciousness of the Church. On the one hand, 
His real divinity and eq
tality with the Father; on the other, 
His personal distinction fl
om the Father. But before the 
Council of Nicæa this sure doctrine of the faith had not been 
set forth in a sufficiently definite or positive manner. vVhilst 
SOlne of the ancient Fathers, in expounding the faith of the 
Church, had, ,vithout thoroughly mastering the formula of 
Nicæa, perfectly understood and taught its nleaning, others 
selected less happy expressions, and sometimes erroneous ones 
-such as would, in their consequences, even lead to heresy. 
These same Fathers have, in different portions of their ,yritings, 
expressed themselves sometimes ,vith theological accuracy, 
sometimes ,vith less accuracy. Thus, for example, S. Irenæus, 
Clement of Alexandria, S. Gregory Thaumaturgus of N eocæsarea,2 


1 Compare Hefele's treatise on the origin and character of Arianism, in the 
Titbing. Theol. Quartalschrift, 1851, Heft 2. . 
2 On the indecision in the expressions of Gregory, cf. H. Ritter, Ge8c7âclde d. 
cia istl. Philosophie, Bd. ii. S. 14. 
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and J\fethcdius,l did Dot ahvays choose their expressions care- 
fully, but in substance they incontestably maintained the true 
doctrine. It is the same ,vith Justin, Athenagoras, and Theo- 
philus, \\-"Tho expressed themselves irreproachably on the chief 
dogmatic points, but differ in some of their inferences from 
the rule of the Church. The Apologists, above all others, to 
make themselves more acceptable and intelligible to the heathen 
,vho were accustomed to the Platonic philosophy, made a less 
clear and exact declaration of the doctrine of the Logos. In 
this endeavour they have too often brought the Christian idea 
of the Logos near to that of Plato and Philo, and so have too 
often degraded the Son in His dignity and po'wer, attributed a 
beginning to His existence, and consequently have not recog- 
nised His equality with the Father (thus, among the orthodox 
Fathers, Athenagoras and Theophilus; among the more hetero- 
dox, Tatian, Tertullian, and especially Origen), and have empha- 
sized too Inuch the personal distinction bet,veen the Father 
and the Son. 
On the other hand, they also tried to establish the second 
point of the traditional doctrine, the true divinity of the Son, and 
His equality with the Father, by declaring that the Logos ,vas 
not a creature, and by saying that He came from the substance 
of the Father, and not froln nothing, as the creatures do. 2 They 
sometÍ1nes deny that the Logos was subsequent to the Father 
in His existence, 'v hich they affirnl in other places. Attaching 
themselves to the distinction established by Philo bet""Teen the 
Àóryoç; ÈVDláBETOÇ; and wpocþopucòr;, several of the ancient Fathers, 
philosophizing on the Son of God in the sense of the Logos 
wpocþoptlcòr; (that is, as He is personally distinct from the 
Father), speak of this Logos as of a being subordinate, and 
having an existence subsequent in tinle to that of the Father. 
In other places, on the contrary, they seem to suppress the 
distinction, purely nominal, bet\veen ÈVDLáBETor; and 7rPOcþopllcòr;, 
and include the Logos cOlnpletely in the divine substance. 3 
These last passages correct all that is exaggerated in the 


1 Cf. Ritter, l. c. S. 4 fr. 
2 Petavius, de tlteolog. dogmal. de Trinitat. præf. c. 1, S 12, 13, c. 3, S 3 sqq'r 
and lib. i. 3. 1 ; i. 5. 7 ; i. 8. 2; Kuhn in the TÜbing. Quart. 1850, S. 256 if. 
3 Kuhn, l.c. S. 274. 
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others, and positively support the ancient Fathers on the solid 
basis of the Church.! 
In certain cases, the two principal points of the doctrine of 
the Logos-the unity of the Son ,vith the Father, and the dis- 
tinction between the Father and the Son-have been regarded 
as contradictory propositions; and instead of preserving each 
1 The stability and permanence of the doctrine of the Church on the one side, 
and the uncertainty of several of the Fathers in expressing the doctrine of the 
Logos on the other, were pointed out long ago by S. Augustine (on Ps. liv. (Iv.), 
n. 22) and S. Jerome (adv. libr. Rufin. ü. 440, ed. 1t1igne). S. Augustine says: 
J.Vwmquid perfeete de T1'initate disputatum, est, antequam oblatrarent A riani ? 
S. Jerome writes: Gerte antefjuClm in Alexandria quasi dæmonium meridianum 
Ariu8 nasceretur, innocenter quædam et minus caute locuti sunt. This uncer- 
tainty of the Fathers has been pointed out with still greater force by our great 
historian of dogma, Petavius. Th
 Anglican Bull, however, regarded the free 
and scientific historical treatment of the subject by the Jesuit as an injury done 
to high church orthodoxy, and endeavoured, with great exþenùiture of learning, 
to demonstrate the indemonstrable,-namely, that all the ånte-Nicene Fathers 
held the Nicene faith exactly and precisely. In more recent times, Dr. Baur of 
Tübingen (Lehre von der Dreieinigkeit, i. 110) has objected to Petavius, to the 
extent of accusing him of going beyond the Catholic point of view,-an accusa- 
tion 1vhich has been refuteel in the treatise of Kuhn, already quoted, "the 
Vindication of Dionysius Petavius, and the Catholic Conception of the His- 
tory of Dogma. " 
In direct opposition to Bull, writers with a Unitarian bias, like Sandius and 
others, endeavour to show that all or most of the ante-Nicene Fathers were also 
anti-Nicene; in other words, that before the Nicene Synod there prevailed an 
entirely different doctrine of the Trinity, whether related on the one hand to 
Sabellianism, or on the other to Arianism. 
Petavius, as we see, forms the mean between those two extremes, and with 
him agree those later Catholic theologians who have examined the ancient doctrine 
of the Logos, particularly Prudent ius Maran (Dtvinitas Domini nostri J. Christi 
manifesta in Script uris et Traditione, Paris 1746, foJ. ; and la Divinité de notre 
Seigneur, etc., Paris 1751) and l\löhler (AthanClsius, i. 116, 56). These writers, 
while they admit the uncertainty and indefiniteness, or even the inaccuracy, of 
many of the ancient Fathers with reference to the doctrine of the Logos, at the 
same time maintain the firm holel which the Church always had on the substance 
of the faith on those two fundamental parts of the doctrine of the Logos (the 
proper Godhead of the Son, and the personal distinction between Him and the 
Father). In doing so, they at the same time separate themselves entirely from 
that ielea of the history of dogma in general, and of the development. of the dogma 
of the Logos in particular, which has been put forth by Hegel and Baur. For 
while this new Protestant school asserts that dogma has always been produced 
by the antagonism of opposite views, and thereby destroys the whole of the solid 
substance of dogma, the Catholic historian distinguishes a permanent element 
and a changeable: the former being the substance of the faith itself; the latter 
the perception, comprehension, and representation of this firm substance of 
faith. 
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in its theological entirety and relation to the other, they have 
thought to annihilate the one by the other. Out of this arose 
Sabellianism. This heresy, ,yhile maintaining the proper God- 
head of the Son, in order the better to establish His equality 
,yith the Father, destroyed the personal distinction between 
the Father and the Son. But as one extreme leads to another, 
Sabellianism necessarily produced Subordinationism as its 
natural reaction; i.e. the theory ,vhich, in endeavouring to pre- 
serve the personal distinction between the Father and the Son, 
like Emanationism, subordinates in glory and in dignity Him 
who is begotten-that is to say, the SOIl-tO Him 'v ho is 
unbegotten, and thus approximates Hin1 n10re or less to the 
creatures. The celebrated Dionysius the Great,l Dishop of 
Alexandria, is the most remarkable in this contest. About the 
year 260, in his dogmatic letter to Ammonius and Euphranor,2 
as is ,yell kno,vn, he expressed himself very indefinitely; and 
in order to mark more forcibly the distinction between the 
Father and the Son, he spoke of the latter as a 7T'o{'1')f.La TOV 
Beov. He added, "that the Son in substance is alien from 
the Father (gÉvov KaT' ovu{av), as the vine plant and the vine- 
dresser are distinct one from the other in substance;" and 
"as He is a 7T'ol1Jf.La, He could not have been before He ,vas 
made (ov" 
v, 7T'pìv ryÉV'1')Tat)." Thus in .words, though not by 
intention, Dionysius had placed the Son on a par ,vith the 
creatures. His excuse is found in the uncertain and vacillating 
language of his time, even apart from his ,yell-intended opposi- 
tion to Sabellianism, since other orthodox ,vriters also describe 
the derivation of the Son from the Father promiscuously by 
such expressions as 7T'otfîv, ryfvvåv, ryÉveuÐat, condc1'c, and gcncTare. 
Pope Dionysius and his Synod ,vere more clearsighted than 
these theologians. 'Vhen several African bishops con1plained 
to him of the errors of Dionysius of Alexandria, the Pope held 
a Synod about the year 260; and after having deliberated 
,vith the members of the Synod on the dogma in question, he 
addressed to his colleague in Alexandria, and probably at the 
same time to other bishops of Egypt and Libya, a letter very 


1 On the doctrine of Dionysius of Alex., cf. Natal. Alex. Hist. Eccl. t. iv.. 
diss. xvii. p. 131 sqq., and Ritter, l.c. S. 14 ff. 
I In Athanas. de sententia Dion'ijsii, c. 4. 
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remarkable in the history of the true faith, the greater part 
of ,vhich has been preserved for us by S. Athanasius. 1 In it 
he protests against three errors: first, against the tritheistic, 
".which, diametrically opposed to Sabellius, divides the divine 
monarchy into three separate powers or hypostases, and plainly 
teaches that there are three Gods." Baur supposed that the 
accusers of Dionysius of Alexandria had supported the doc- 
trine of tritheisrfl. 2 Dorner, on the other hand, believes that 
tritheism ,vas the result of a mixture of Sabellianism and 
l\Iarcionitism; 3 but he has not proved that this amalgamation 
existed during that period. Secondly, the Pope condemned, 
briefly and casually, Sabellianism; and, thirdly and lastly, he 
spoke at some length against those .who called the Son a crea- 
ture, ,vhen Holy Scripture declares that He ,vas begotten. 
"Had He been created," said he, "there would have been a 
period ,vhen He did not exist. N o,v the Son has ahvays 
existed (ået 
v )." The Pope then explains critically those pas- 
sages in the Bible 4 ,vhich seemingly speak of a creation of the 
Son; and against these he brings fOf,vard those 5 'v hich speak 
of His generation and of His eternity. He closes with these 
words: "The admirable and holy unity (of God) cannot in 
consequence be divided into three Godheads; and the dignity 
and incomparable greatness of the Lord ought not to be lo,vered 
by the expression creature being applied to Him. It is neces- 
sary to believe in God the Father Alnlighty, and in Jesus 
Christ His Son, and in the Holy Ghost, and that the Logos is 
united to the God of the universe." The Bishop of Rome 
here clearly professes the doctrine of Nicæa; and that Dionysius 
the Great of Alexandria also professed it, is proved by two 
letters .which he then sent to Rome to justify himself, and 
which S. Athanasius quoted in order to prove that the Arians 
had done ,vrong in numbering Dionysius as one of their 
party. Dionysius says, in his letters,6 that his accusers had 


1 De decretis Synodi Nic. c. 26. cr. de sent. Dionys. c. 13. 
2 Baur, Christ. LelLre v. d. D1.eieinigkeit, Bel. i. S. 313. 
3 Dorner, Le7tre v. d. Person Christi, 2d ed. Thl. i. S. 750 [Clark's translation, 
A. ii. 176 if.]. 
4, Provo viii. 22; Deut. xxxii. 6. 
5Col. i. 15; Ps. cix. (ex.) 3; Provo viìi. 25. 
6 In Athanas. de dec1'etis ]{icænæ Synodi, c. 25, and de sententia Dionys. c. 18. 
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falsely cbarged him with denying the equality of the substance 
of the Father and the Son; and if he had said that no\vhere 
in the Bible the word ÓfLOOVG"tor:; could be found, the argument 
of which he made use, and which his adversaries had passed 
over in silence, was in conlplete agreeluent with that expres- 
sion. He had, indeed, compared the relation between God the 
Father and God the Son ,vith those between parents and 
children, as children are of the same substance as their 
parents. He had also enIployed other analogous arguments, 
c.g. the example of the plant and its root or its seed, betvveen 
,vhich there was an evident identity of substance. To the 
same effect was his comparison of the river and its source. 
He says, in another part of his letter of justification: 1 "There 
]las never been a l1I0111ent \vhen God 'was not the Father; and 
the Son is eternal; but He has Ifis being, not of IIinlself, 
but of the Father." Also in a third place 2 he declares "he 
does not believe the Logos is a creature, and that he has not 
called God Creator (7Tot'l}T1}r:;), but Father, to express the rela- 
tion that He has to the Son. If, however, in the course of 
his speech (and without intending it) he has once called the 
Father .7TOt'l}T1]r:; to express His relation to the Son, he lnay be 
excused, seeing that the learned Greeks call themselves also 
7Tol.'l}Ta
, as being fathers of their \vorks, and that the Bible 
itself does not ahvays employ the \yord in the sense of creator, 
but sonletinles also in the sense of originator: for instance, 
,vhen it says ,ve are the 7TOt'l}Tat of the movelnents of our 
hearts." 
After Dionysius the Great, the most illustrious doctors of 
the Church of Alexandria, Theognostus, Pierius, and Bishop 
Peter, professed also the orthodox doctrine of the Logos.. 
The first of these, \vho \V"as chief of the catechetical school of 
this to\vn from 270 to about 280, states explicitly, in a frag- 
ment preserved by S. Athanasius: 3 "The substance of the Son 
canIe not from ","'ithout, neither ,vas it produced frOln nothing: 
it proceeds from the substance of the Father, as brilliancy 
proceeds from light, vapour fronl ,vater." If in a fragment of 


1 In Athanas. de sentent. c. 15. 
2 l.c. c. 21. 
3 De decretis Syn. Nic. c. 25. 
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Theognostus, preserved by Photius, the Son is called a KTtap_a, 
Photius 1 presumes this expression comes from a questioner; as 
the ,york from which it is taken is a dialogue: anyho\v, the 
formal declaration quoted above proves that he could not have 
used the word KTlap.a in an Ärian sense. 2 His successor, the 
priest Pierius, professes the same doctrine of the Logos. Photius 
says of hÏ1n: 3 "It is true he called the Father and the Son 
t\VO substances (ovular;;) instead of persons or hypostases; but, 
however, he spoke of the t\VO EvufßiJr;;, that is, in an orthodox 
manner." And this testimony of Photius is the more convinc- 
ing to us, from the decided nlanner in \vhich he blames Pierius 
in another passage on account of his. doctrine of the Holy 
Ghost: 4 if his teaching on the Logos had not been orthodox, 
Photius \vould have blamed him for this too. 
The third great Alexandrian of that tÏ1ne was Bishop Peter; 
and although the fragment attributed to him in the Clw
onicon 
Paschale is probably not genuine, t\VO other fragments 5 prove 
that he attributed to the Son the same nature and Godhead 
as to the Father. 
It was different at Antioc11, \vhere the efforts to uphold the 
unity of God degenerated into the doctrine of Paul of Samo- 
sata, \vho considered the Logos as impersonal, and not distinct 
from the Father, and sa\v i
 Christ only a Inan in \vhom the 
divine Logos had dwelt and operated. A fello"\v-countryman 
of Paul's, who shared his sentiments, Lucian, priest of Antioch, 
defended for some time this heretical doctrine of the Trinity, 
and for that reason was excommunicated for a time. 6 Later, 
ho\vever, he acquired great distinction, by the publication of 
a corrected copy of the Septuagint, and by the firmness \vith 
\vhich he suffered martyrdonl under Maximin? The restora- 
tion of Lucian to the Church proves that eventually he re- 
nounced the doctrine of Paul of Samosata; but being still 
convinced that the Church did not maintain \vith sufficient 
firmness the dogma of the unity of God, he imagined another 
1 Cod. 106. 2 Cf. Dorner, l.c. S. 737 f. 
3 Cod. 119. 4 Cf. Dorner, l. c. S. 733 f. 
5 In Angelo 1\fai, Nova collectio, etc., vii. 306, 307; and Galland. Bibliotl
. 
vet. Patrum, i. 108. Cf. Dorner, l.c. S. 810. 
6 Theodoret, Ilist. Eccl. i. 4, p. 15, ed. 1\Iogunt. 
7 Euseb. II. E. viii. 13, ix. 6. 
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hypothesis of tIle Trinity, which is noú perfectly knO\Vll to 
lIS for lack of sufficient information, but \vhich, according to 
Alexander Bishop of Alexandria, came out in the heresy of the 
Exucontians, and more particularly in that of his disciple 
Arius. 1 Arius himself traced his doctrine to the school of 
Lucian, in greeting his friend Eusebius of Nicomedia, who 
shared his opinion, \vith the name of $VÀÀovlCtavu],T
r; (fellow- 
Lucianist). This being the case, it is of little importance to 
decide \vhether Arius \vas personally a disciple of Lucian at 
Antioch, or whether his opinion was fornled fronl his \vritings 
only. In the letter from Arius to Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
just quoted, one sees that the principles of Lucian \vere \videly 
spread in Asia; for Arius not only speaks of Eusebius as. 
sharing his opinions, but also of a great many other bishops 
of Asia, \vho had all proclaÜned that the Son \vas not eternal 
equally \vith the Father. The denial of the co-eternity of the 
Father and the Son seems therefore to have been a funda- 
mental point in the doctrine of Lucian. 2 
Besides, S. Epiphanius says:3 "Lucian and his follo\vers all 
denied that the Son of God had taken a human soul, attri. 
buting to HÜn only a hUlnan body, for the sake of endowing 
the Logos \vith human feelings, such as sorro\v, joy, and the 
like; and they also declared Hinl a being inferior to God-a 
creature, in fact." Arius and his partisans nlade great use of 
the uWfLa XptUTOV åtvxov, and thereby again revealed their 
affinity \vith the school of Lucian. We kno\valso that Lucian 
\vas. looked upon as the author of the creed that the Euse- 
bians (that is, the friends of Arius) sublnitted to the Synod of 
Antioch in 341, in \vhich, as \ve shall see, the teaching \vas 


1 In Theodoret, H. E. i. 4, p. 15. 
2 In opposition to tIle testimonies 11ere adduced, Baronius endeavours (ad ann. 
311, D. 12 ; and 318, D. 75) to clear Lucian of the imputation of heresy; llut 
even he is forced to concede that Lucian made use oÍ inaccurate expressions in 
the controversy with the Sabellians, particularly with his fellow-priest Pancra- 
tius of Antioch, and that therefore he was excommunicated by three successive 
'bishops of Antioch. Yet Baronius believes that Lucian, whom he defends on 
account of his martyrdom, was always orthodox in heart, and that the Arians 
had no right to appeal to l1Ím; and that even Alexander, the Bishop of Alex- 
andria, was mistaken when, in the letter quoted above, he brought Arianism 
into connection with Lucian. Cf. Dorner, l.c. S. 802, note. 
3 .AnC07"atus, c. 33. 
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not positively heretical, but in \vhich all sharp precision of 
dognla is intentionally avoided. 1 


SEC. 19. A rius. 
The Subordinatiollist theology of Antioch was transplanted 
to Alexandria by Arius, the oft-named disciple of the school 
of Lucian; and on this ne\v ground it gained strength and 
importance. The mind of Arius ,vas disposed to this purely 
l'ationalistic theology; and from his point of view of mere 
natural intelligence, it became impossible for him to reconcile 
theoretically these t,vo apparently contradictory dogmas of the 
equality of the Logos ,vith the Father, and of His distinction 
fronl Him. " Arius," says Dorner ,vith justice,2 " takes part 
'with pleasure and skill in the relative sphere: he handles the 
lower categories of logic ,vith dialectic skill; but he never 
rises above it: he applies it to everything. He is quite in- 
capable of rising to speculative science, properly so called." 
But he \vould certainly not have created so much disturbance 
in the minds of the people, had he not found in Alexandria 
a field ,veIl prepared to receive this theory of subordination, 
even so far back as the time of Origen. A certain hos- 
tility had been created against the 
heology of equality (the 
doctrine of the equality of the Son ,vith the Father), which 
was taught by Theognostus, Pierius, and Bishop Peter, and 
now ane\v by Bishop Alexander. The representatives of the 
old Alexandrian' tendency naturally linked themselves ,vith 
pleasure to Arius; and thus it was that in later times the 
Arians earnestly appealed to the authority of Origen, and 
protected themselves under his name, and pretended to pro- 
ceed directly from hinl. Athanasius carefully refuted this. 3 
:Besides, the Church of Alexandria 'was a specially prepared 
soil for this new gro,vth: she had been for more than a cen- 
tury the philosophizing Church of Christianity (è/C/CÀ'f}uLa cþtÀo- 


1 It is given by Athanasius, De synodis Arimini et Seleuciæ, c. 23, and 
Socrates, H. E. ii. 10, but without mention of Lucian. "\Ye learn from 8020- 
men, 11. E. iii. 5, that the Arians attributed it to him. 
2 I. c. S. 823, 
3 Cf. \V olf on the relation of Origenism to Arianism, in the ZeitsclL7"ift fur 
luther. Theologie, 1842, Heft iii. S. ,23 ff. ; and Ramers, Die .Aufe7'stelwll{Js- 

elLre des Ori[Jencs, 1851, S. 6, 10. 
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CTOcþt1CWTáT'1}). She readily threw herself into aU philosophi- 
cal and theological controversies. Being in close proximity to 
the native country of Sabellianism, she felt constantly called 
upon to c0111bat it, and so was led imperceptibly into the 
other extr
lne. Arius hinlself \vas Libyan by birth, conse- 
quently a compatriot of Sabellius;1 thus he might have con- 
sidered hi111self specially called on to conlbat the Sabellian 
theory, \vhich annihilated all distinction bet,veen the Father 
and the Son. Philonism, of \vhich Alexandria ,vas the hot- 
bed, seems also to have exercised some influence over the 
development of Arianism;2 and as the following details \vill 
prove, Arius built on the base of this philosophy. Thus, 
(a.) Like Philo, he exaggerated the distinction between the 
\vorld and God, and considered the supreme God much too 
'sublime to enter into direct relation with the world, and the 
world much too lo\v to ùear any direct action of God. N O\V 
Athanasius proves 3 that Arius, and his friends Eusebius and 
Asterius, had appropriated to themselves this fundamental 
proposition of Philo's philosophy. 
Cß.) Ijke Philo, Arius admitted an intermediate being, who. 
being less than God, ,vas the divine organ of the creation of 
the ,vorld (like the created gods of Plato): this intermediate 
being \vas the Logos. Thus the Arian Logos resembled that 
of Philo: they are each declared inferior to the Father; and 
Philo, who in general considered him as personal, gives to him 
the nalne of V7r'1}pÉT'1}r; Beou. 
("I.) N o\v the intermediate and inferior being could not be 
equal in substance and equal in eternity (consubstantial and 
co-eternal) with the supreme and only true God. It may 
thus be seen ho\v all the other Subordinationist predicates of 
the Logos arise of themselves from the fundamental proposi- 
tions of Philo. 
Arius completely failed to perceive the contradiction which 
springs froln the adoption of an intermediate being. Accord- 


1 So Epiphanius asserts, Hæres. 69. 1 ; whilst Cave and others, supported by 
Photius, rronounce him to have been an Alexandrian. 
2 Stal1denmaier has remarked most powerfully and clearly on tIlls connection, 
in his Philos. des Christ. i. 506 ff. 

 Oratio ii. Oontra A rianos, c. 24.. 



ARIUS. 


241 


ing to l1Ïs vie,v) the supreme God could not create anything 
imperfect; yet He makes the Son in1perfect. If God can 
create only perfect beings, it becomes necessary that the 
plenitude of perfection, and consequently of divinity, be found 
in the Son; if not, t.he supreme God could create imperfect 
beings: thus He cOlùd equally have created the ,vorld.! 
The analogy bet,veen the intennediate being of the Ärians 
and the Gnostic Den1Ïurge is evident, but the difference ,vhich 
existed between the t\VO must not be overlooked. They re- 
semble each other, inasmuch as neither can produce perfect 
beings. But whilst the Gnostic Demiurge only presides over 
a period of the ,vorld's existence, the Arian Logos does not 
cease to act as long as the ,vorld exists. 2 The age of the 
Emperor Constantine. ,vas undeniably very favourable for the 
rise and rapid propagation of the doctrine of Subordination; 
for after the conversion of the Emperor, many learned heathens 
entered the Church 'without a real vocation, and there spread 
on all sides religious theories much more favourable 3 to half- 
pagan Subordinationism than to the profoundly Christian doc- 
trine of the equality of the Father and of the Son. 
'Ve knO"\v but little of the life of Arius before he set forth 
his errors, and 'W hat is known of him is not very certain. 4 
He enlbraced at Alexandria the side of the Meletians at first,5 
but afterV\-ards abandoned it, and was ordained deacon by 
Peter Bishop of Alexandria. At a later period, having taken 


1 Ritter, l.c. S. 25. 2 Ritter, l.c. S. 28 f. S l\Iöhler, i. 19l. 
4 The history of the life of Arius is found most completely in the Storia critica 
della vita di Arrio, scrÏlta da Gaetano },[aria T'ravasa, Cler. Reg. Teatino 
(Venezia 1746), and in Tillemont, Mémoires pour servi'J" à l'histoire ecclésiastique, 
t. vi. The other works of most importance on the subject of Arianism are: 
1Iaimburg, S. J., Histoire de l'Arianisme (Paris 1675); the biographies and 
monographs on Athanasius; Christian VI alch, Ketzergesc/tichte (1764), Bd. ii. 
S. 385 fr. ; J. A. Stark, Versuch einer Gesclâchte des Arianismus (Berlin 1783), 
2 Theile (of no great value) ; 'Vundemann, Gesc/tichte der ch'Joistliclten Glaubens- 
lcltren von Zeitalte'J" des At/wnasius bis auf Greg. d. Gr. (Leipzig 1798), 2 Thle. 
8vo; 'V etzel', Restitutio veræ cltronologiæ reTU1n e
c controversiis A'J"ianorurn 
exorta1"U1n (Francof. 1827); Lange, Der A'Joianismus in seiner 
lrsprünglichen 
Bedeutung, in llgen's Zeitsch. f. lâst. Tlwol. iv. 2, v. 1; Baur, Die c7n"istliclle 
Leh1 0 c von der Dreieinigl.:eit, etc. (1841), Bd. i. S. 320 ff. ; Dorner, Die Leltre 
von der Person Ch1'isti (1845), Th1. i. S. 806 ff. 
5 On the 1Ileletians, cf. the author's essay in the Kirclwnlex. Ed. vii. 
S. 37 fr. 
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the side of the l\ieletians, he was excommunicated òy Bishop 
Peter; but his successor Achillas (A.D. 312) reconciled him to 
the Church, and ordained him priest. 1 Soon after, Arius was 
put at the head of a Church called Baucalis, as the large 
nunlber of Christians in Alexandria had rendered necessary 
the division of the to,vn into districts, corresponding .with 
,vhat are no-w called parishes. 
Arius ,vas tall and thin; a learned man and a clever logi- 
cian; of austere appearance and serious bearing, and yet of 
very fascinating manners; at the same time proud, an1bitious, 
insincere, and cunning. 2 Epiphanius 3 calls him a perfidious 
serpent. Bishop Alexander reproaches him ,vith his avarice, 
and speaks of his follo,ving composed of ,vomen, in such a ,yay 
that later historians belieyed-,vrongfully, no doubt-that 
disgraceful inferences might be dra,vn against his private life. 
Two statements by Theodoret,4 on the ambition and arro- 
gance of Arius, have led to the belief that, after the death 
of Achillas (to,vards the end of 312), Arius strove for the 
Episcopal dignity; but seeing his old colleague Alexander á 
preferred to him, he conceived a deep hatred against him. 
The Arian historian Philostorgius,6 on the contrary, asserts 
that Arius hÍlllself 111ade over to Alexander the votes ,vhich 
were offered. to hi111self. Neither of these assertions seems 
to have been true. Theodoret 7 is nearer the truth ,vhen 
he says, that in the beginning Alexander highly esteel11ed 
Arius. Chronology confirms this statement; for the discns- 
sion bet,veen Arius and his bishop did not, as it ,vould see111, 


1 Sozomen, IIist. Eecl. i. 15. The false Acta S. Petri relate that both Bp. 
Peter and Achillas were expressly warned by Christ in a vision respecting Arius. 
Cf. Baronius, ad ann. 310, n. 4; and Renaudot, Hist. Pat. Alex. p. 67. 
2 Socrates, Hist. Eeel. i. 5, ii. 35 ; Epiphanius, Hæres. 69. 3. The Emperor 
Constantine depicts him in the darkest colours, in a letter to Arius himself and 
to his adherents, ill Gelasius Cyzicenus, Rist. COJleil. Nicæni, lib. iii.; in 
:Mansi, ii. 930 sqq., particularly p. 938; and Hardouil1, i. 452 sqq. 
3 l. c. 
4 Hist. Eecl. i. 4. Cf. Walch, Keizerh. Thl. ii. S. 404 f. 
5 See Gelasius, l.e. lib. ii. c. 1 ; Mansi, l.c. p. 791 ; Hard. i. 366. 
6 Lib. i. c. 3 of the fragments of Philostorgius at the end of Valcsius' ed. of 
tke Ch. Hist. of Theodoret. 
7 i. 15. 
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tal
e place until. 318 or 320, 1 ,v hen Alexander had been 
Bishop of Alexandria for more than six years, and until then 
apparently the most profound good feeling had existed be- 
tween Arius and hin1. But whilst admitting that a certain 
antipathy existed bet,veen them, it n1ust not therefore be 
concluded that it gave rise to the doctrinal controversy: this 
,vas simply the result of different theological convictions. 
Socrates 2 thus relates the manner in which this difference first 
arose: "Bishop Alexander of Alexandria one day spoke, in 
presence of his priests and clergy, of the mystery of the 
Trinity, and insisted especially on the Unity in the Trinity, 
philosophizing on this grave subject, and thinking he ,vas 
gaining honour by his argun1ent. But Arius, who ,vas eager 
for dispute, professed to discover Sabellianism in the bishop's 
doctrine. He opposed it vehen1ently, and asserted that if 
the Father had begotten the Son, he ,vho ,vas begotten had 
a beginning of his being (àpX
v íJ'1rápEEfJJC;), and consequently 
there was a tin1e when he could not have been (
v, óTe OVK 
.Jjv); that it also follo,ved that the Son had his beginning from 
I . ( 't' " " 't' ) " 
not nng Eç OVIC OVTliJV eXEt T'Y)V V7TOUTaUlV . 
All history posterior to Arianisn1 proves that Arius was 
unjust in accusing his bishop of Sabellianism; but that which 
chiefly proves it is the conduct of Alexander at the Council 
of Nicæa, and likewise his letters and those of Arius, ,vhich 
,ve shall soon have occasion to examine. 
Arius admitted, ,vith the orthodox Fathers, that the term 

, begotten" was the palladium which could alone save the 
doctrine of the personal existence of the Son against Sabel- 
lianism. He therefore took the idea of "begotten" as the 
groundwork of his argument; but he transferred the idea of 
time, which rules every human generation, to the divine gene- 
ration, and drew from that, as he thought, with logical neces- 
sity, the proposition that the Son could not be co-eternal with 
the Father. He did not, however, wish to speak of a priority 


1 cr. Walch, l. c. S. 423. The supposition that the Arian question came up 
at the Synod of ArIes in 314, rests simply upon an error in canon 8, where 
A1'ianis is written by mistake for .Afris. See above, p. 189. Cf. !rlansi, ii. 
472 ; and Ittig, Hist. Concil. Nicæni (Lips. ] ï12), 
 22. 
2 Hist. Eccl. i. 5. 
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in time, properly so called, but only of priority similar to a 
priority in tinle, of the Father to the Son; for, according to 
Arius, tinle began with the creation, and thus the Son, by 
whom all things were created, and ,vho, consequently, was 
before the creation, ,vas born also before all tinle. Other 
theologians had, before Arius, already developed this argu- 
ment; but he after,vards ,vent beyond it, and thought that the 
distinction he had established between the Father and the 
Son would fade away if he adnlitted that the Son is begotten 
of the substance of the Father. This fear has apparently 
been justified by the history of the ,vord." consubstantial" 
(ó/l-OOVUWf)); for this ,vord, as ,ve have already seen,! ,vas 
rejected. by the Synod of Antioch, held in 269. But Arius 
not only avoided this definite expression, but all others sinlilar 
to it used by the holy Fathers to sho'iN that the Son emanated 
from the substance of the Father. He not only rejected the 
expression J but the thing expressed, by positively declaring 
that he ,vas made èE 01)/( OVTWV, ,vhich ,vas dialnetrically 
opposed to the Ó/l-OOVUlOf), and thus went further than anyone 
else anlong the ancients. He positively nlade the Logos a 
" creature" in the special sense of the word. 
Arius had another motive for not adnlitting that the Son 
was begotten of the substance of the Father. He believed 
that by so doing the divine substance ,yould be divided, ,vhilst 
God is essentially indivisible; and, in point of fact, the Arians 
constantly reproached their adversaries ,vith considering the 
divine substance as sonlething corporeal, and dividing it. They 
believed that their doctrine of the Logos alone nlaintained, not 
only the indivisibility and immateriality of God, but like,vise 
His ÏInnluta bility. The creation of tenlporal things .would, 
according to thenl, have wrought a c
lange in the Cre3.tor; for 
if the suprenle God had nlade the ,vodd, He would have lost 
His inlnlutability, ,vhich is contrary to the idea ,ve have of 
God. On the contrary, there ,vas no danger in denying the 
immutability of the Son, as being declared to be a creature 
who took part in the creation of the ,vor1d. They said, then, 
" By nature the Son is not unchangeable, but only by His OW11 
,vill." 2 
1 P. 123. 2 Cf. At11anas. contra A1'tCm. c. 
J; and Rittcr, l.c. S. 23 n: 
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Arius first appeared on the scene ,vith thege opinions be- 
tween 318 and 320. This date, though uncertain, has every 
appearance of probability.l Sozomen, Theodoret, and Epi- 
phanius relate, as did Socrates, with slight differences of detail 
only, the beginning of the Arian controversy.2 Socrates does 
not say that Bishop Alexander gave rise to the discussion by 
a sermon; according to hÏ1n, it ,vas Arius who began of him- 
self to spread his errors. The bishop ,vas bialned for tolerat- 
ing the beginning of it. He did not, however, ,vish to use his 
authority against Arius: he preferred to call together his 
clergy, and made them argue in his presence ,vith Arius; and 
they proclaimed the Son Ó}Loovuw') and uvvaïðlo') (consubstan- 
tial and co-eternal .with the Father). In the beginning of the 
discussion Alexander did not take either side; but to\vards 
the end he approved of those ,vho had defended the consub- 
stantiality and co-eternity of the Son, and con1manded Arius 
to retract his error. Epiphanius maintains, but it is difficult 
to admit the assertion, that the chief adversary and opposer of 
Arius was Bishop J\leletius, the chief of the schisn1atics, of 
,vhon1 ,ve have already spoken. Arius ,vas little disposed to 
subn1it to the orders of his bishop; on the contrary, he sent 
to several bishops a ,vritten confession of faith, and begged 
them, if they approved of it, to send him their adhesion, and 
to intercede with Bishop Alexander in his favour. s In a 
short time he made many friends, especially the celebrated 
Eusebius of Nicomedia,4 \vho, being then bishop in the house- 
hold of Constantine and his sister Constantia, exercised great 
influence over theIn, and over many of the other bishops. 
He interested hi111self actively with them on behalf of Arius, 
and sent hÜn his adhesion in \vriting. 5 He, like Arius, \vas a 
disciple of Lucian, and accepted in general the propositions of 
Arianisn1. 
" One only," he thought, "the Father, is unbegotten; the 
other (the Son) is truly (that is to say, in the full sense of 


1 Cf. 'Valch, l. c. S. 417 if. 
2 Sozom. lIist. Eccl. i. 15; Thcodoret, IIist. Ecd. i. 2; Epipllan. IIæres. 
69. 3. 
3 Sozomen, Hist. Ece!. i. 15. 4, Socnt. IIist. Eccl. J. 6. 
:; Athanas. De Synodis Arimlll,. et Seleuciæ, c. lï. 
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the ,vord) created, and not of the substance of the Father 
(oÌJ1C È/C 'T1)
 ovu{a
 aVTov "IE'yoV(V
). The Son does not parti- 
cipate in the substance (ovula) of the unbegotten; He differs 
from Hinl in nature and in power, although He ,vas created 
in pelfect resemblance to the nature and po'wer of His Creator. 
Noone can express in ,vords His beginning, or even under- 
stand it in thought." 1 The letter to Bishop Paulinus of Tyre) 
in which Eusebius expresses these opinions, is at the saIne 
time a proof of the zeal he displayed in favour of Arius and 
his cause; for he reproaches this bishop "\vith not having 
declared in favour of Arius, although at heart he shared his 
opinions. He exhorts hÜn to repair his fault, and above all 
to write (as he no doubt had already done hin1self) to Bishop 
Alexander, and set forth the true doctrine, namely, that of 
Subordination. He proposed Eusebius of Cæsarea to him as a 
model, the celebrated church historian, ,vho, "\vithout being a de- 
cided Arian, ,vas visibly in favour of this party. Besides these 
two, Eusebius and Paulinus of Tyre, there "\vere the bishops, 
Theodotus of Laodicea, Athanasius of Anazarbus, Gregory of 
Berytus, and Ætius of Lydda. (or Diospolis), ,vho interested 
themselyes in favour of Arius. 2 Very shortly others sho,ved 
themselves on the same side: among the most remarkable 
were the two Africans, Secundus Bishop of Ptolelnais in 
Libya, and Theonas of l\Iarn1arica, both of ,vhom belonged to 
the province of Alexandria, and openly took part with Arius. 
Besides, from the Alexandrian and Mareotic clergy, there were 
added to the heretical party the t,vo priests Chares and 
Pistus, and the thirteen follo,ving deacons,- Achillas, Euzoius, 
Aithalas, Lucius, Sarmates, Julius, J\lenas, Helladius, Serapion, 
Paran1non, Zosimus, Irenæus, and a second Arius. Arnong 
them also are named Carponas and Eusebius, "\vithout n1en- 
tion of the order to ,vhich they belonged. These nalnes are 
given by Bishop Alexander hinlself in three lists, D1ade at 
different tÏ1nes, for "\vhich reason they do not all agree. 3 Epi- 
1 In a letter of Eusebius to S. Paulinus of Tyre (Theodoret, Iiist. Eeel. i. 6). 
It is, however, not certain whether this letter was written at the beginning of 
the Al'ian movement or at a later period. 
2 Theoa. lIist. Eeel. i. 5. 
3 Theod. Hist. Eeel. i. 4; Soc. Iiist. Eeel. i. 6; and Athan. Dep. Arii, i. 311, 
ed. Patav. 
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phanins, on the contrary, speaks of seven priests, twelve 
deacons, and seven hundred virgins consecrated to God (Egypt 
had a great many such) ,vho took part .with Arius. 1 It is pro- 
bable that, in so grave a matter, Alexander early consulted 
,vith other bishops; at least this may be concluded from some 
IJassages contained in a letter ,vhich he wrote later, and .which 
is found in Theodoret. 2 But it is also certain that at the 
beginning Alexander endeavoured to keep the matter as quiet 
and peaceable as possible; and that, in connection ,vith his 
clergy, he addressed relnonstrances not only by ,vord, but in 
writing, to Arius and his partisans. 3 


SEC. 2 O. The Synod of Alexandria in 320, and its 
Consequences. . 
Bishop Alexander, seeing the uselessness of his efforts, in 
320 or 321 4 convoked a large ecclesiastical assen1bly in 
Alexandria, at ,,,hich ,yere present nearly a hundred Egyptian 
and Libyan bishops. The matter of their deliberations has 
not reached us; ,ve only kno,v that Arius and his partisans 
"\vere anathen1atized. 5 His partisans, said Alexander in two 
letters,6 ,vere the two bishops Theonas and Secundus, and the 
majority of the deacons recently named. Arius ,vished to 
prove that Eusebius of Cæsarea, Theodotus of Laodicea, 
Paulinus of Tyre, and, in one ,vord, the greater number of 
the bishops in Asia, ,vere condemned .with him by the Synod 
of Alexandria; but that ,,,as a false inference. 7 It is 
likely that the Synod, after having excon1ITlunicated by name 
1 Epipll. H æ1"es. 69. 3. 2 Hist. Eccl. i. 4. Cf."\V alch, i. c. ii. 428, n. 2. 
3 See the two letters of Alexander in Socrat. Hist. Ecd. i. 6; and Athanas. 
Depositio A 1"ii, l. c. 
4 So reckons "\YalcJl, l.c. Thl. ii. S. 421, from the expression of S. Athanasius, 
that the Arians had been declared heretics thirty-six years ago. Athanasius 
wrote tllÏs letter (Ell. ad Episc. ÆOypti, c. 22) in the year 356, and therefore 
indicates the year 320. Eut it is not a settled point that Athanasius wrote the 
letter in question in 356, for he says in it tllat the 
reletians had fallen into 
sc11ism fifty-five years before. As, however, we know that this took place in 
306, it would seem that Athanasius wrote this letter in 361 ; and then, in say- 
ing that the Arians had been declared heretics thirty-six years before, he must 
have had in his eye, not the Alex
ndrian Synod of 320, but the Kicene Council 
of 325. Cf."\V alch, ]Útzedtist. Ed. iv. S. 381, Anm. 2. 
5 Socrat. H. E. i. 6. 6 Socrat. l.c. J . and The0l10r. l.c. i. 4. 
, In his letter to Eusebius of Nicomeùia, ill Theoù. i. 5. 
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the African Arians, and especially those of Alexandria, pro- 
nounced a general anathelna against the partisans of this 
heresy; and from this Arius dre\v the conclusions which 
suited hin1.! 
Although exconlmunicated, Arius continued to hold con- 
gregations for divine service; and Bishop Alexander speaks 
of several churches C\vhich he designates as dens of thieves) 
.where the Arians habitually nlet, and offered night and day 
outrages against Christ, and against the bishop. 2 He n1en- 
tions, in the same letter, ho\v they sought in different to\vns 
to attract adherents by their lectures and \vritings, and espe- 
cially sought to deceive women by their flatteries and false- 
hoods. They went so far, says he, that they stirred up 
against the orthodox the populace and the civil authorities 
(still principally heathen, for Egypt depended on Licinius), 
and endeavoured, \vhen all ,vas peace, to excite a ne,v perse- 
cution. 3 Alexander sa-w hÏ1nself obliged, by the .insolence 
and constant Inachinations of the Arians, as ,yell as by the 
open partisanship of Eusebius of Niconledia, to inform all the 
bishops of the position of affairs in elaborate letters. For the 
saIne purpose he convoked a ne\v assembly of the Alexandrian 
and l\lareotic clergy, and asked all the united clergy C among 
then1 Athanasius, then a deacon) to sign his Epistola cncyclica. 4 
After a very fine introduction on the unity of the Church, 


1 Cf. V{ alcl1, l. c. ii. 431. 
2 In Theoùoret, H. E. i. 4. These outrages consisted in this, that they de- 
graded the Logos to a creature, and, as usual, accused the bishop of Sabel- 
liallism. From this time Arius altered, for the use of his followers in divine 
service, the orùinary doxology into" Glory be to the Father, through the Son, 
in the Holy Ghost" (Theod. lib. i v. de hæret. Jab. c. 1). I t is true that 
orthodox Fathers have made use of this doxology (e.g. Leo the Great, Sermo 
i. de nativit. Dom.), as being equally susceptible of an orthodox interpretation. 
Cf. Ittig, liist. Con. Nic. S 5l. 
3 According to ElJiphal1ius (lIær. 69. 8), the Arians had already selected a 
bishop of their own for Alexandria, of the name of Pistus; but this could 
not have happened so early; for (a,) the Arians still hoped at that time for 
a reconciliation with Bishop Alexander (Theod. l.c. i. 6; Sozom. i. 15. Cf. 
the remark of Petavius on Epiph. Hær. 69. 8). Besides, (ß) Athanasius says 
expressly (Apol. contl" Arian. c. 24) that Pistus was not orùaineù bishop until 
ofter the Nicene Council. 
4 This remarka1le ducument is found in Athanas. Epistola synodalis, etc. T. 
i. 1, p. 313, ed. Patav. 1777 ; t. i. p. 397, eù. Paris 16gB: in Socrat. H. E. i. 6 ; 
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.Alexander especially complained of Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
'who had undertaken to l)rotect the heresy, and who recom- 
mended Arius arret his partisans everywhere by his ,vritings 
and letters. This conduct obliged hiIn to speak openly. He 
after,vards enumerated the names of the apostates, and ex- 
posed t11eir chief errors, which were the follo'wing :- 
1. "God was not always Father; there ,vas a time when 
H tFtl ( ' rl rl.:\' " ';' ) 
e ,yas no a ler 'l}V, OTE 0 öEor;; 'ffaT'l}p OVK 1]V . 
2. "The Logos of God has not al,vays been (OVK àd 
v) ; 
He ,vas created from nothing; God, the self-existent, created 
from nothing HiIll ,vIlo is not self-existent (the lfJv BEòr;;- 
the j.L
 öVTa). 
3. "Consequently there ,vas a time ,vhen He ,vas not; for 
4. "The Son is a creature, a KTÛYj.La and a 7roí'TJj.La. 
5. "He is not of the same substance as the Father (O';;TE 
öj.Lowr;; KaT' ova-lav); He is not truly and according to His nature 
the VVord and the \Visdom of God (OVTE àÀ'TJÐLVÒr;; Kaì cþVUEL 
" '''\. ' ." " ,"\. Ð ' ,f.,' , ", ) b t 
TOU 'ffaTpOr;; ",oryor;; EUTLV, OUTE a",'TJ tV1] uO
La aVTOV EUTlV; U 
one of the ,yorks, and of the creatures of God (EX
 TWV 'ffol'TJj.Lá- 
TOOV lCaì ryEVTjTWV). He is only by an abuse (lCaTaXPTjUTllCwr;;) 
called the Logos; He was created by the true Logos (lDírp TOÛ 
BEOÛ ÀÓ"/
ð), and by the inner (Èv Trp EJErj)) vVisdoIn of God 
(the Àóryor;; ÈVDláÐETor;; of Philo). 
"It is by this inner 'Visdom (Àóryor;; ÈVDláÐETor;;) that God 
created Hinl (the Àóryor;; 'ffpOcþOptKÒ
) and all things. 
6. "Thus it is that by nature He is subject to change 
(Tpe7rTÒr;;, that is to say, by nature liable to sin). 
7. "He is a stranger to the divine ovuía, and differs froln 
it (gÉvor;; TE lCaì àÀÀóTpwr;;). He does not knO"w God perfectly; 
He does not even kno,v His o,yn nature perfectly.! 
8. "He was created for us, so that God might create us by 
HÜn as His instrument; and lIe ,vould not have existed (OVIl 


anù in Gelasius Cyzic. ill Hard. i. 366 sq. ; :Mansi, ii. 793; most perfectly in 
Athanasius. Epiphanius relates (H æ'res. 69. 4) that Alexander sent seventy 
letters of this kind into the different provinces; and we learn from Pope 
Liberius, tl1at even Silvester, who was then Pope, received such a letter from 
Alexander (Coustant. Epist. Pontif. p. 426). 
1 This is quite consistent, for the knowledge of the creature in its essence 
can ùe derived only from the knowledge of its found
ltion or Creator. Ritter, 
Geschichte der Gh1.ist. Phil. Ed. ii. S. 27. 
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àv lJ7TÉuT7]), had He not been called into existence by God 
through love for us." 
Bishop Alexander after\vards refutes these Arian doctrines 
by texts from the IToly Scriptures;l and at the end he im- 
plores the bishops not to admit the Arians into the cOlnmunion 
of the Church, and to have no confidence in Eusebius and 
others like him. 
Theodoret 2 has preserved a second letter of Alexander's 
(and of his Synod), addressed, according to the title given by 
Theodoret, to Alexander Bishop of Constantinople. But not 
only is this title ,vanting in three ancient manuscripts; but 
besides, at the time the letter ,vas written, the name Constan- 
tinople did not exist. Moreover, this letter 'vas not addressed 
to one, but to several bishops, as the contents prove. It is 
said in the letter, that Arius and his friend Achillas ,vent 
further than Colluthus had done, ,vho had previously founded 
a sect in Alexandria. 3 Even Colluthus at this time blamed 
the conduct of the Arians, who did not subn1Ït to the Church, 
who held meetings in their dens of robbers, denied the God- 
head of our Saviour, misinterpreted those texts of Scripture 
for their o,vn purpose which speak of the hun1Ïliation of 
Christ, ,vhich ,vas for our salvation, and endeavoured to stir 
the people up against the orthodox, and to excite persecutions. 
against them by calumnious paml)hlets ,vritten by disorderly 
,yomen. After having been for these several causes excluded 
froln the Church, the Arians endeavoured by falsehoods, and by 


1 Arius had endeavoured to prove his doctrine by separate passages of Scrip- 
ture, particularly by those which set forward the human side of Christ, and 
which speak of His ignorance of anything, of His pain, of His subordination to 
the Father, of His <rU'7;'$;vrPO'J;, etc. Arius was forced to app1y aU these passages 
falsely to the divine in Christ, the À.ó'}'o; ; for, according to his opinion, the' 
;.ó'}'o; was not united to a complete humanity, but only to a human body. Cf. 
above, p. 238; and Neander, l[irchen[jeschichte, 2 Aufl., Bd. iv. S. 690. [An 
English translation of Neander's Church History is published by Clark of Edin- 
burgh.] Arius in this resembles his opponent Al)ollinaris. It is clear that 
Arius, in adducing these Scripture proofs, clung to the mere letter: he always 
regarded only separate detached passages, and not the whole doctrinal idea of a. 
biblical author. Cf. Neander, Kircheng. 2 Aufl., Ed. iv. S. 685. 
2 I-Iist. Eccl. i. 4. 
3 See more particularly, with reference to Ilim, in Epiphanius, Hæres. 69. 2, 
and the note of Petavius upon that passage; also in Philastrius, de Itæresibus., 

. 78. Cf. aìso Ittig, l1ist. Condl. Nic. 1712, 
 18. 
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. 
concealing their errors,! to bring other bishops over to their 
side, and Inany of theIn had succeeded in being admitted into 
the cOlnmunion of the Church. Consequently it became 
necessary to unveil without delay their errors, ,vhich consisted 
in maintaining: 
" That there was a period ,vhen the Son of God did not 
exist; 
" That, not existing at first, He was later called into exist- 
ence ; 
" That He ,vas created out of nothing, like everything else, 
reasonable or unreasonable, and consequently ,vas by nature 
liable to change, capable of goodness and of sin; 
" But that God, knowing that He (the Son) would not deny 
Him, chose Him above all created beings, although by nature 
He had no higher claim than the other sons of God, that is, 
than other virtuous men. If Peter and Paul had sought to 
reach the same perfection as Christ, their relation to God 
,vould have been absolutely the same as that in ,vhich Christ 
stood." 
Then Bishop Alexander again refuted the Arians by texts 
of Scripture: he cOlnpared then1 to the Ebionites, to Artemas 
and Paul of Samosata; he called theln Exucontians (oi ÈE OÙ1C 
ÖVTWV), a title which in later times ,vas frequently employed; he 
complained that three Syrian bishops urged the Arians to still 
grayer excesses; then returned afresh to biblical proof against 
the Arians, and developed the orthodox faith, saying that the 
Son was not subject to any change, and is in all things like 
the Father, perfect as He is perfect, and in one point only 
subordinate to the Father-in not being unbegotten. In other 
respects the Son is the exact image of the Father. He is 
from all eternity; but from this it must not be concluded, as 
the Arians have wrongfully done, and as they falsely accuse 
those who are orthodox of doing, that the Son was not be- 
gotten: for those t,vo terms, "Being from all eternity," and 
" not begotten," are not identical; there is a difference bet\veen 
them. The Son, being in all things the image of the Father, 
should be ,vorshipped as God. The Christian recognises also, 
with the Father and the Son, the Holy Ghost, who ,vorked in 
1 Cf. Neander, Ok. Hist. vol. iv. 



252 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


the holy l1len of the Olel Testalnent, and on the holy teacners 
of the New. 
Bishop Alexander continued to set forth the other articles 
of the faith, and employed the term which became celebrated 
later in Christian controversy, the "Mother of God" (BeoTóKor;;). 
In conclusion, he exhorted the bishops to admit no Arian into 
the comlnunion of the Church, and to act as did the bishops 
of Egypt, Libya, Asia, Syria, etc., ,vho had sent him \vritten 
declarations against Arianisnl, and signed his TÓfLor;;, that is to 
say, his treatise (perhaps the encyclical letter of ,vhich \ve 
have already spoken). He hopes they ,vill send hinl similar 
declarations, as perhaps the number of the bishops might con- 
vert the Arians. He adds in the appendix the names of the 
ecclesiastics of Alexandria ,vho were excolnmunicated along 
.with Ari us.! 


SEC. 21. Arius obliged to leave Alexandr'ia; 'Lis Lette'ts and 
It is Thalia. 
Driven from Alexandria by his bishop,2 Arins \vent first to 
Palestine, and from thence addressed a letter to his po'werful 
pl
otector, Eusebius of Niconledia. In it he cOlnplains of the 
persecution which he had to suffer at the hands of Alexander, 
particularly of being driven from the town; and accuses Alex- 
ander of maintaining "that the Father and the Son co-existed 
ahvays together, that the Son \vas not begotten, that He \vas 
begotten from all eternity, that He ,vas un begotten Begotten, 
that the Father was not one moment anterior to the Son, and 
that He is of God Hinlself." 3 (It may be seen ho\v Arins 
lllisrel)resents Bonle of the doctrinal propositions of Alexander, 
as \ve have already foul1d,4 because he could not reconcile the 
eternity of the Son 'with His divine generation.) Further, 
Arius asserts that Eusebius of Cæsarea, Theodotus of Laodicea, 
Paulinus of Tyre, etc., and all the Eastern bishops, were 
anathematized by Alexander Ó because they taught that the. 


1 Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 4. This letter is also printed in 
Iansi, ii. 642 
ilqq. Binins has added some notes; see :Mansi, l.c. 659. 
2 Epiphall. IIæres. 69. 3 ; Theodoret, [list. Eccl. i. 5. 
3 ..\rian inferences. Cf. Dorner, l.c. 813, note 22. 
4 P. 251. 6 See above, p. 246. 
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Father existed before the Son. Only three Eastern bishops 
,vere not excommunicated, he adds: these are Philogonius, 
Hellanicus, and l\lacarius, because they have in an impious 
manner called the Son, the one an eructation of the Father 
(Èpv'Y
, accord
ng to the forty-fourth 1 Psalm, ver. 2), the other 
a projection (7rpoßoÀ
), the third co-begotten (o-vva'Y
VV1]TOV). 
Arius could not, he said, adn1it such inlpiety,2 even if the here- 
tics threatened hin1 a thousand tÍlnes ,vith death. As to the 
Arians, he says, they teach" that the Son is not unbcgotten, 
and that He is not a part of the Unbegotten (,vith reference to 
t}le sense in which ÓfLOOÚUlO() ,vas rejected at AntiQch 3); that 
lIe ,vas not created of anything ,vhich existed before IIin1; 
but that He was called into being by the ,vill and according 
to the plan (of God), before tin1e and before the ,vorld (that 
is to say, He \yas before the \vorld \vas made, but that fIe \vas 
not eternal), and as full God (7rÀ
P1]() BEÓ()), only-begotten 
(J.LOVO'YEV
()), and unchangeable (àvaÀÀo{wTO()). Before being be- 
gotten, or created, or detern1ined, or founded, He ,vas not; for 
lIe is not unbegotten." He concludes by being remen1bered to 
Eusebius, \vho, like himself, belonged to the school of Lucian. 4 
The exposition Arius here makes of his doctrine agrees per- 
fectly, one point excepted, ,vith that which ,vas given a little 
further back by the Bishop of Alexandria. Alexander, in 
fact, says in his two letters, that Arius made of the Son" a 
being \vho, according to His nature, ,vas capable of virtue or 
of sin." . Arius seen1S to say the contrary in that ,vhich pre- 
cedes this; but this difference is only in appearance. Arius, 
to be consistent, should have said: "The Son being a KT{ufla, 
and not of the substance of the Father, is by nature subject 
to change, as are all the ICT{ufLaTa." But he might also, and 
he did actually, affil'll1 that" de facto the Son ,vas inlnlutaùle, 
but that His in1mutability \vas the effect of volition, and not 
by nature." Arius, in like manner, takes the expression 
7rÀ1}P1]() BEÓ() in a doubìe sense. He cannot and .will not say 


1 Ps. xlv. E. V. 
2 "\Ve see from this, as Neander points out, l.c. S. 701, the violent intolerance 
of the Arians, and the persecuting spirit which they afterwards displayed so 
greatly. 
3 See p. 124. 4 See this letter in Theodoret, IIist. Eeel. i. 5. 
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that the Son is by nature equal in glory to the Father; he 
says that He is perfect God only by the ,vill of the Father, 
that is to say, that the Father has made Him partaker of His 
divine glory.l A careftù analysis of the principal ,vork of 
Arius, called the Thalia, ,vill sho,v, besides, how ,veIl-founded 
,vas the accusation made by Bishop Alexander, that Arius had 
here concealed his real sentiments. 
Invited, in consequence of this letter, by Eusebius, Arius 
,vent a short tinle after to Niconledia, and wrote fronl thence, 
perhaps at the instigation of Eusebius, a polite letter to his 
fOTlner bishop Alexander, in order to be on as good tenns as 
possible ,vith him. First, he sets forth in his letter a kind 
of creed ,vhich should explain the faith, as Arius and his 
friends had received it frOln their predecessors, and even fl'om 
the Bishop Alexander himself, as follows :- 
1. "There is only one true God, alone uncreate, alone 
eternal, alone without beginning, alone ,vise, good, and po,ver- 
ful; one only Judge and I(ing, and alone unchangeable. 
2. "Before all time He begot His only Son, and by Hinl 
created the world and all things. 
3. "He did not only beget Him in appearance" (Arius 
believed in the ete1'nal generation as being only in appearance, 
and imputed all real generation to time)," but He actually 
called HÜn into existence by His own ,vill, as an unchange- 
able and immutable being. 2 


] It is remarked with perfect accuracy by Neander, l.c. S. 691: "Although 
this idea of Christ (held by Arius) is in contradiction to the true faith of His 
Godhead, Arius did not hesitate to assign to Him the name of God, which he 
found given to Him in the New Testament anù in the ancient creeds. . . . He 
111'0bably based his practice up::m those passages of the Dible in which the name 
of God appears to be assigned in an improper sense to created beings." Also S. 
(j96, Anm. 1: "Arius could not 10gical1y 
t}
ply &uch an expression as 9J'Ànpn; 
eE
; to Christ; but in an indefinite sense, as he employed the name of God, he 
,vas able to do so. What was most difficult from his point of view was to 
attribute moral immutability to Him; but this, too, depended upon the mean- 
ing attac11ed to it. He was obliged to explain it in this way, that He was 
unchangeable, not by nature, but by virtue of the direction of His will, foreseen 
by God." 
2 'Ve have explained above (p. 253) in wh
t s
nse Arius understood the expres- 
sions unclwn[}eable, etc. l\föhler (Atltana,:;ius, i. 205) reproaches Arius further 
with eqnÏ\Tocation in applying the words" by His own will" ('T
 ;'ðí'f ßotJÀnfGa'Tl) 
nút merely to th
 Father, but also to the Son, so that he says, "The Son is 
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4. cc The Son is a perfect creature of God (K.Tlup.a TOU 
eEOÛ TÉ"ltELOV), but yet distinct from all other creatures; He 
is begotten, yet again He differs from all that is begotten. 
5. "He is not, as is asserted by V alentinus, a projection 
(7rpoßo"lt
), nor yet, as the lVlanichæans assert, a substantial 
part of the Father (p.Époç; óp.ooúuwv TOÛ 7raTpóç;) ; 1 nor, as 
the Sabellians \vish, the Son-Father; 2 nor, as is said by 
Hieracas, light of light, or one torch emanating from another; 
nor had He a previous existence, and \vas after\vards be- 
gotten and made the Son,-a thing \vhich Bishop Alexander 
himself" (,vhom Arius still addresses as p.aK.ápLE 7rá7ra) "had 
<>ften publicly controverted, and ,,-ith reason. 
6. "lIe ,vas created by the will of God before tÏ1ne, and 
before all \vorlds. He has received His life and His being 
frol11 the Father, ,vho also has communicated His glory to 
Him; and without taking from Himself, has given HÜn the 
heritage of all things. 
7. "There are three persons: God, ,vho is the cause of all 
things, 'v ho is unique, and \vithout beginning; the Son, \v ho 
is begotten of the Father before all things, created and estab- 
lished before the ,vorlds. He \vas not until He ,vas begottE'n; 
but He was begotten before all time, before all things, and 
He alone was called by the Father (inunediately) into being. 3 
He is not, howrever, eternal or unbegotten, like the Father. 
He had not His being at the same time as the Father, as 
some say, who thus introduce t,vo unbegotten principles; but 
as God is the monad and the beginning, or the principle of 
all things, He is therefore beforre all things, and consequently 
also before the Son, as Bishop Alexander himself has declared 
in the Church. 


unchangeable by His own will." But I can hartl1y believe that this reproach 
<>f :Möhler's is well-founded; for in his letter to Eusebius of Nicomedia (Theo- 
doret, i. 5) Arius expresses himself in much the same way, but still so as to 
SllOW that it was undoubtedly the will of the Father, and not that of the Son, 
which he intended (ùÀÀ' Ö"I G
À
P.a.'T1 ;Ga.ì ßotJÀ
 Ú'7J'
(f"
 '7J'pÒ XP
V(AJV xuì '7J'p' a.;
lIl!iJV 
<;rÀ
p

 e
t
). Cf. the translation of this passage, above, p. 253. Even l\Iöhler 
has in his translation referred the words in question to the Father. 
1 The Jes'lls patibilis of the .Manichæans is a substantial part of the Jesus 
apatibilis. 
2 i.e. that there is no personal distinction. 
S i.c. everything else was made tit-rough tlte Son. 
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8. "The Son having received His being frolll God, ,yho 
gave Hinl glory, life, and all things, so God nlust be IIis 
principle (àpX
), and must rule HiIn (èípXH aVTov) as His 
God, and as being before Hinl. 
9. "In conclusion, it is attempted to sho,v that the 
biblical expressions, the Son is of the Father, ex utero, etc.,! 
do not refer to sin1ilarity of substance." 2 
During his stay in Nicomedia, .A.rius ,vrote his principal 
work, called BáÀ.fLa, that is, "The Banquet." Only fragments 
of it remain. They are preserved in the ,yorks of S. Atha- 
nasius. 3 The book, it appears, was partly in prose and partly 
in verse. The ancients conlpared it to the songs of the 
Egyptian poet Sotades, a:lll pronounced it highly effeminate 
and overvrrought. According to AtIlanasius,4 there ,vere 
some of these "Thalias" already among the heathen, ,vhich 
were read at their banq nets for the promotion of gaiety. 
Arius selected this light form, it seems, to fan1Íliarize the 
lnasses ,vith the doctrine taught in his book. With the same 
intention he afterwards ,vrote songs for sailors, carpenters, 
and travellers. 5 Athanasius says6 the Thalia was held in 
great honour by the friends of Arius, and that they venerated 
it as a second Bible. In reality, it contains Arianism in its 
strongest fornl, and at the same tinle shows clearly its Philo- 


1 Ps. ex. 3; S. JolIn xvi. 28 ; Rom. xi. 36. 

 This letter of Arius is found in Athnnasius, de synodis Arimin., etc., c. 16; 
Epiph. J-Iæl'es. 69. 7 ; in German, in ]'uchs, Bibliotltek der Kirclwnversmnml. 
Thl. ii. S. 450 fr. In Ei)iphanius this letter is signed not only by Arius, but 
also by fourtpen of his friends. Their names are given above, p. 246. Against 
the genuineness of these signatures, we have (i) the fact that Ethales (i.e. 
Aithalos), Achillas, the second Arius, and others, who, as we have seen, are 
called ùeacons by Bishop Alexander, appear here as priests. (2) Pistus signs 
as Bishop of AlexaiHhia, whicll, as we showed before, is contrary to all proba- 
bility. (3) Besides Pistus, several others sign as bishops, and yet the titIe of 
the letter says it is signed only by priests and deacons. (4) FinaHy, it is doubt- 
ful whether all these friends could have been at Nicomedia at the same timc 
with Arius. 
3 Athanas. Oratio i. contra A'}'ianos, c. 5, 6, 10; de synoclis Ari'min., etc., n. 
15. This writing is mentioned also by Athanas. de dec'}'etis synocli Nicænæ, 
c. 16 ; Epist. ad Episc. EOypti et Libyæ, c. 7, 20 ; de sententia Dionysii, c. 6 ; 
Oratio i. c. A'}'ian. c. 2, 4, 7, 9, 10; 80Cl'at. H. E. i. 9 ; Súzomen, II. E. i. 2l. 
4 Orat. i. c. Arian. c. 11. 6 Philostorgii Fra[J7ncnta, lib. ii. c. 2. 
6 f.e. 
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nian foundation. In one of these fragments 1 Arius boasts of 
being very celebrated (7T'EpUlÀVTÒ:;), having had much to suffer 
for the glory of God (that is, because he gave the Father the 
glory due to HÜn, as opposed to the Son); and he goes on: 
"God has not always been Father; there ,vas a moment 
,vhen He was alone, and was not yet Father: later He be- 
came so. The Son is not froln eternity; He came from 
nothing, etc. When God ,vished to create us, He first created 
a "being .which He called the Logos, Sophia, and Son, who 
should create us as an instrument. There are two Sophias: 
one is in God (i.e. fVDLáBETO')), by,vhich even the Son was 
made. It is only by sharing (/.lÆTÉXfL) the nature of this 
inner Sophia of God that the Son ,vas also called Wisdom 
(uocþía 7T'pocþopucó')). So also, besides the Son, there is another 
Logos-he who is in God; and as the Son participates in 
this Logos, He also is by grace (KaTà XápLV) called Logos and 
Son." 
In the second fragment,2 the Thalia sets forth that with 
'v hich, as ,ve have seen, Bishop Alexander had reproached 
Ari
s,-namely, "that the Logos did not perfectly know the 
Father; that he could not even entirely understand his own 
nature; that the substances (ovu{aL) of. the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Ghost are entirely different the one from the 
other. These three persons are, in their essence and glory 
(öó
a), thoroughly and infinitely dissimilar (àvóp.otot 7ráf.1-7T'av 
"" ) " 
. . . E7T' a7TEtpov. 
In the third fragment 3 Arius says, after the Philonian 
Inanner, from the beginning: "God is l1PP7}TO";; (ineffable), and 
nothing (therefore not even the Son) is equal to or like HÜn, 
or of the same glory. This eternal God made the Son be- 
fore all creatures, and adopted Hinl for His Son (
VEryICEV El
 
vióv). . . . The Son has nothing in his own nature akin to 
God, and is not like to Him in essence. The invisible God 
is also invisible to the Son, and the Son can see Him only so 
far as is permitted by the will of the Father. The Three 
Persons of the Trinity are not equal in glory, the H
ypo- 


1 In Athanas. Grat. i. c. Arian. c. 5. 
2 l.c. c. 6. 
8 Atha.nas. de synod. A'ámin. c. 15. 
R 
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stases (Persons) are not confounded, and one is infinitely more 
glorious than the other. God could create a being like unto 
the Son, but He cannot create a being more glorious or more 
great. That ,yllÏch the Son is, He is through the Father and 
the Inighty God (luxvpb'> 8 Eb,>). He (the Son) adores HÜu 
who is more glorious than IIimself."l 


SEC. 22. Synod in B'ithynia-IntC1
vention of the E?npe'ror 
Constantine. 
SOZ0111en 2 speaks of a Synod in Bithynia ,vhich supported 
the .Arians by an encyclical addressed to all the bishops, asking 
them to receive the Arians into the comlll union of the Church. 
This Synod ,vas held 3 by the partisans of Arius, probably 
during his stay in Nicomedia, and perhaps even in that to,vn. 
The part espoused by so many bishops did not bring about 
peace in the Church: the struggle, on the contrary, became 
more intense; and there arose so much division among Chris- 
tians, and such grievous schisms in all to,vns, and even in the 
villages, that the heathens every,vhere turned it into ridicule 
on the stage. 4 S. Athanasius shows us how much occasion 
the A.rians gave to the heathens for such derision, by describing 
their proselytism, ,yhich ,vas as improper as it was ridiculous: 
for example, how they gained women to their side by asking 
sophistical questions, such as," Hast thou had a son before 
thou didst bear?" in order to ,vin thelll over to their opinion 
of the later origin of the Son. 5 
The political events which then arose undoubtedly increased 


1 The Greek text has, <rÒV XPE:<r<rova Ëx p.
pov
 ÍJP.VE"ï, i.e. "He praises Him who 
is in p:trt better than Himself." But Arius said before, The Father is in- 
finitely more glorious, and conseqnently He cannot here be designated as s" 
p.Épov; XPE:<r<rfUV. Perhaps it should be translated: "On His side He praises amI 
glorifies Him who is more glorious;" so that ix P.ÉPOVi = X"<rù' p.spo
. Cf. Viger, 
de idiotisrnis, etc., p. 109. 
2 i. 15. 
3 There is in the a
ts of the second Synod of Nicæa (Hard. iv. 407) a letter of 
the Church historian'Eusebius to Bishop Alèxallder ill favour of Arius, which 
belongs to the same time. Eusebius enùeavours in this letter, in referring to 
Arius' own letter to Alexander, to show that Alexanùer had given too dark a 
picture of the Arian doctrine. 
4 Theodoret, l. c. i. 6; Socrat. i. 6; Soz. i. 15. 
6 Athanas. Grat. i. c. Arian. c. 22. 
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the trouble in Egypt and in the East, the seat of Arianism. 
The Emperor Licinius, to ,vhom Egypt and Asia belonged, 
after being vanquished by Constantine in 315, had concluded 
a definite peace with him; and in consequence of this treaty 
he lived several years on the best terms ,vith -his father-in-la,v 
and the Christians. But towards the end of 322 Licinius 
took advantage of Constantine's crossing the frontiers of his 
empire, in pursuit of the Sarlnatians, to break ,vith him; and 
in 323 entered into a ,val', ,vhich to,vards the autumn of the 
year ended in the total defeat of Licinius by sea and land. 
This \var accounts for the increase of the confusion and divi- 
sions in the Church, as ,veIl as for the laèk of all authentic 
history of Arianism during this period (322-323). Another 
circumstance ,vhich may thus be eXplained is the boldness of 
Arius in returning to Alexandria. In his struggle against 
Constantine, Licinius became the champion of heathenism, and 
oppressed the Church, particularly the bishops. Arius had no 
further cause to fear Alexander, and the principal obstacle to 
his return ,vas thus removed. The actual return of Arius to 
Alexandria is proved by Sozomen, and still better by a letter 
from the Emperor Constantine, of which we shall shortly 
speak Sozolnen 1 says that "Arius sent messages to the 
Bishops Paulinus of Tyre, Eusebius of Cæsarea, and Patro- 
philus of Scythopolis, asking permission to officiate as formerly, 
and to do so even in Alexandria. As is understood from the 
tenor of the letter, these bishops summoned their colleagues 
to a council, and allo,ved Arius and his adherents to hold, 
as fornlerly, private religious assenlblies, without, ho,vever, 
,vithdravving thenlselves from the submission due to Bishop 
Alexander, and on the condition of asking for peace and 
communion." 2 
Constantine, novv master of the ,vhole empire, consequently 
also of Egypt and the other provinces disturbed by Arianislll, 
considered it his duty to re-establish religious as ,veIl as civil 
peace, and took the necessary nleasures as soon as he had 
returned to Nicomedia. He sent first a long letter to Arius 


1 i 15. 
2 Sozomen expressly places this fact in the time after the Synod of BithvnÏa. 
It seems to adapt itself better to the beginning of the Arian conflict. 
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and Bishop Alexander,1 the purport of ,vhich Eusebius has 
preserved entire, but ,vhich Socrates only gives in fragments. 2 
He says in this letter, that "he has learnt ,vith great sorrow 
that sharper controversies than those of Africa (the Donatist 
disputes) have arisen at Alexandria, although it appears to 
hun that they are questions respecting things of no import- 
ance and of no use, which Alexander ought not to have 
excited, and about ,vhich Arius ought to have kept his dif- 
ferent vie,vs to himself. They were questions which th0 
human lnind was too weak to solve correctly; and therefore 
both Arius and Alexander should forgive each other, and do 
that which he, their fellow-servant, advised them. He thought 
that they could easily be reconciled, as they did not disagree 
on any main point of the la,v, nor on any innovation in divine 
service, and ,vere therefore substantially at one; that philoso- 
phers of the same school had often differed in accessories: we 
shollld be able to bear such differences, but bring them as 
little as possible before the people. That ,yas vulgar, puerile, 
and un,vorthy of priests. That, therefore, they ought to agree, 
and free him from so great a cause of anxiety." 
It is evident that the Emperor was not at that time aware 
of the importance of the Arian controversy, and that his letter 
does not merit the great praise it received from Eusebius 3 and 
others. Constantine sent this letter, in the contents of which 
Eusebhls of Nicouledia perhaps had a hand, to Alexandria 4 by 
the celebrated Bishop Hosius of Cordova. This venerable Ulan, 
,vhom the Emperor usually consulted, ,vas sixty-seven years of 
age. He had been a confessor during the persecution of Dio- 
cletian; and the Emperor hoped that his presence ,vould bring 
about a reconciliation. It is uncertain ,:vhat Hosius did at 
Alexandria: it is only known that he opposed SabellianisI1l 
there, proving the Christian doctrine of the nature and lìersons 
of the Holy Trinity,l) probably to make clear the difference 
between the Sabellian and the orthodox doctrine. It is not 
known if he ,vas present at the Synod of Alexandria, ,vhich 


1 This SllOWS that Arius was again in Alexandria. 
2 Euseb. Vita Oonstantini, lib. ii. c. 64-72; SOCl'at. FIist. Eccl. i. 7; in Gela.. 
sins, l.c.
' in Mansi, l.c. 802 and 94.6, where see Binius' note. 
3 Vita Oonstant. ii. G3. 4 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 7. I) Ibid. iii. 7. 
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deposed Colluthus. 1 Perhaps this Council ,vas held later. 
Unhappily Hosius did not succeed in his mission to Alexandria? 
Philostorgius relates that later he met the Bishop of Alexandria 
at a synod at Nicoll1edia, ,vhere he approved of the term 
Ó/lOOVUlO(), and excommunicated Arius. The statement is not 
probable. 3 
Ho\vever, the Empe:i'or's letter and Hosius' mission remaining 
alike \vithout result, and the Paschal controversy continuing 
to disturb many eåstern provinces (the custom of the Quarto- 
decimans existed still in Syriå, Cilicia, and l\Iesopotamia 4), the 
En1peror, perhaps advised by Hosins,5 thought there could be 
no better means to re-establish the peace of the Church than 
the calling of an æcumenical council. 


1 Athanas. Apolog. c. Ariano8, c. 7 4. 
 Socrat. l.c. i. 8. 
S Philostorgii FTagmenta, i. 7. Cf. Walch, l. c. S. 463. 
4 Athanas. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2. 
5 Sulpit. Sever. (Hist. ii. 55) refers to this: Nicæna synodus, auctore illo 
(Rosio) cOl1fecta habebatur. 
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HE DISCUSSIONS AT NICÆA.. 1 


SEC. 23. The Synodal Acts. 


T HE first and principal source from which we draw our 
. information respecting the deliberations at Nicæa, must 
of course be the acts of the Synod. Unhappily "re possess 
only three portions of thenl-the Creed, the t\venty Canons, 
and the Synodal Decree; and the question arises, whether 
this is all which ever existed; in other words, \v hether the 
separate discussions and debates at Nicæa \vere cOlnmitted to 
,vriting, and subsequently lost, or whether they neglected to 
take minutes of the proceedings. Vague rumours of later 
times have reported that minutes \vere taken; and it is 
asserted in the preface to the Arabic edition of the Canons, 
that the acts of the Nicene Synod fill no fe\ver than forty 
vohunes, and have been distributed throughout the \vhole 
\vorld. 2 To a sinlilar effect is that \vhich the pseudo-Isidore 
\vrites, in the preface to his \vell-kno\vn collection. " He had 
learnt," he says, "from the Orientals, that the acts of Nicæa 
were more voluminous than the four Gospels." 3 At the Synod 
of Florence, in the fifteenth century, one of the Latin speakers 
asserted that Athanasius had asked and obtained a genuine 
copy of the acts of Kicæa from the ROIYlan bishop Julius, 
'because the Oriental copies bad been corrupted by the Arians. 4 


1 Cf. the author's Abhandlun[J üb. die Nicün. Akten, in the Tüb. Quart. 1851, 
S. 41 If. 
2 In l\Iansi, ii. 1062; Hard. Ì. 326. 
3 Mansi, i. 8 ; Hard. i. 6 ; Baroll. ad ann. 325, n. 62. 
4 Hard. ix. 235 ; Fabric. l.c. p. 579. It would seem that the Latin speaker 
had here in his eye the spurious Epistola Atlwnasii ad lIIarc'll1n, and the answer 
to it (Opp. S. Athanas. ii. 598), and had confounùed the names of Julius an<1 
:Marcus. 
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Some ,vent so far as even to indicate several collections of 
archives in ,vhich the complete acts of Nicæa ,vere preserved. 
Possevin, for instance, professed to know that a copy was in 
the archiepiscopal library at Ravenna. As a matter of fact, 
this library had only a manuscript of the Nicene Creed, which 
,vas written in purple and gold letters. At an earlier period, 
Pope Gregory x. had ,vritten to the King and to the Catholicus 
of the Armenians, to ask for a copy of the acts, ,vhich ,vere 
said to exist in Armenia, but in vain. Others professed to 
know, 01' offered as a conjecture, that the documents in request 
,\Tere at Constantinople or Alexandria, or rather in Arabia. 
In fact, they discovered, in the sL"'Cteenth century, in old Arabic 
1188., besides the t,venty Canons of Nicæa already mentioned, 
which were well known before, a great number of other eccle- 
siastical ordinances, constitutions, and canons, in an Arabic 
translation, which all, it ,vas said, belonged to the Nicene 
Council. We shall demonstrate beyond a doubt, at sec. 41, 
the later origin of these documents. 
The same must be said of an alleged collection of minutes 
of a disputation held at Nicæa between some heathen philo- 
sophers and Christian bishops, whiçh S. Gelasius of Cyzicus, 
in the fifth century, inserted in his History of the Council of 
lYicæa, of ,vhich ,ve shall presently have something more to 
say. They are also spurious, and as apocryphal as the pre- 
tended minutes of a disputation between Athanasius and 
Ari us.! Those 'v ho kno,v this history of S. G
lasi us only by 
hearsay, have taken it for an additional and more complete 
collection of the Synodal Acts of Nicæa, and there by have 
strengthened the vague Tumour oÎ the existence of such. As 
a matter of fact, how.ever, there is no evidence of anyone 
ever having seen or used those acts. An appeal cannot be 
made to Balsamon on this point; for ,vhen this celebrated 
Greek scholar of the t,velfth century refers, in his explanation 
of the first canon of Antioch, to the Nicene acts, he is evi- 
dently thinking simply of the Synodal Decree of Nicæa. 2 
We believe ,ve can also shu\v, that fro III the first no more 
acts of Nicæa ,vere kno'wn than the three documents already 


1 See below, sec. 27. 
2 Cf. Fabricii Biblioth. G-ræca, ed. Harless, xii. 580. 
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named-the Creed, the t,venty Canons, and the Synodal De- 
cree. This is indicated by Eusebius, 'when he says, in his 
Life oj Oonstantine: 1 " That which ,vas unanimously adopted 
was taken do,vn in ,vriting, and signed by all." So early as 
the year 350, Athanasius could give no other ans,ver to a 
friend who ,vished to learn 'what passed at Nicæa. 2 If a com- 
plete copy of the acts had existed, Athanasius would certainly 
have kno,vn of it, and ,vould have directed his friend to that. 
Baronius 3 maintains that Athana
ius himself speaks of the 
complete acts of Nicæa, in his work de Synodis A rim. et 
Sclcuc. c. 6; but the Cardinal ,vas led into error by an incor- 
rect Latin translation of the passage which he quoted, for 
the Greek text does not speak of acts properly so called: it 
says only, that" if we 'wish to kno,v the true faith, there is no 
need for another council, seeing ,ve possess ,.à ,.{Øv 7ra"
p(i)v 
(that is to say, the decisions of the Nicene Fathers), who did 
not neglect this point, but set forth the faith so ,veIl, that all . 
'who sincerely follo,v their rypáfLfLaTa may there find the scrip- 
tural doctrine concerning Christ." To see in these ,vords a 
proof of the existence of detailed acts of the Council, is cer- 
tainly to give much too 'wide a meaning to the text, as Vale- 
sius 4 has remarked, and Pagi also: 5 it is most likely that 
Athanasius, 'when writing this passage, had in vie,v only the 
Creed, the Canons, and the Synodal Decree of Nicæa. 
In default of these acts of the Council of Nicæa, 'v hich do 
not exist, and which never have existed, besides the three 
authentic documents already quoted, ,ve may consider as his- 
torical the accounts of the ancient Church historians, Euse- 
bius,6 Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Rufinus, as ,veIl as 
some ,vritings and sayings of S. Athanasius', especially in his 
book de Decretis synodi Nicænæ, and in his Epistola ad Afros. 
A less ancient work is that by Gelasius Bishop of Cyzicus in 
the Propont
3, 
:rho wrote in Greek, in the fifth c
ntury, a His- 
tOfry oj the Oouncil of Nicæa, which is to be found in all the 
larger collections of the councils. In the composition of this 
,vúrk Gelasius nlade use of the works mentioned above, and 


1 Lib. iii. c. 14. 
3 A'11nales, ad ann. 325, No. 62. 
6 Crit. in Baron. ad ann. 325, No. 23. 


2 De dec'retis Syn. Nic. c. 2. 
4 Euse b. Vita Oonstant. iii. 14. 
6 Euseb. Vita Oonst. 
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had also other ancient documents at his disposal, ,vhich had 
been carefully collected by his predecessor, Bishop Dalmasius. 
We shall see hereafter that he admitted things which were 
impro bable, and evidently false. Gelasiuß, ho"\vever, has in 
Dorscheus a defender against the too violent attacks to ,vhich 
he has been subjected. l 
The ,york of Gelasius is divided into three books, the first 
of ,vhich is only the life of the Emperor Constantine the 
Great, and contains absolutely nothing relative to the Council 
of Nicæa. The whole of the second book, on the contrary, is 
devoted to the history of that assembly. The third is 'wholly 
composed of three letters of Constantine's; but ,ve may pre- 
sume that it was fonnerly larger, and contained particularly the 
account of Constantine's baptism, ,vhich Photius borrowed from 
Gelasius, but which 'was subsequently mutilated, in order that 
the honour of having been the place 'v here the great Emperor 
received 2 baptisln n1Ïght not be taken froD1 the city of Rome. 
I-Io,vever, no sort of proof is given in support of this suspicion. 
An anonymous Copt undertook a similar ,york to that of 
Gelasius. This ,vriter probably lived a short tÜne after the 
Council of Nicæa, and composed a sort of history of this 
Synod (Liber synoclicus de concilio Nicæno) in the Coptic lan- 
guage. Four fragments of this ,york, ,vhich ,vas lost, were 
discovered Inore than fifty years ago by the learned archæo- 
logist George Zoëga (Danish consul at Rome, a convert to 
l
oman Catholicis111, and interpreter at the Propaganda, "\vho 
died in 1809), and ,vere published in the Catalogus coclic
t'lJL 
Copticor
t'lJt man
tscriptor1.trn m'Usei BO'J"{jiani. Unfortunately 
the proof sheets of this ,york ,vere almost all lost, in conse- 
quence of the death of Zoëga and of his Mæcenas happening 
inlmediately after its completion, and from a la,vsuit entered 
into by the heirs. The learned French Benedictine Cardinal 
Pitra has just published these four fragments afresh, ,vith a 
Latin version and notes, in the first volume of his SpicilcgÙt'lJL 
Solcs?nense (Paris 1852, p. 509 sq q.). 
1. The first and largest of these fragments contains the 


1 Fabricius, l.c. 581. 
2 Ittig, l-Iistor. Cone. Nicæn. ed. Ludovici, Lips. 1712, 
 iv. p. 4; Cave, 
EItstoria literaria, 8.V. Gelasius Cyzic. 
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Nicene Creed, ,vith the anathemas pronounced against Arius. 
Only the first lines are wanting. Then come some additions 
by the author of the Liber Synodic1tS. The first runs thus: 
" This is the faith proclaimed by our fathers against Arius 
and other heretics, especially against Sabellius, Photinus (? ,vho 
lived long after Nicæa), and Paul of Samosata; and ,ve ana- 
thematize those adversaries of the Catholic Church who were 
rejected by the 318 bishops of Nicæa. The nalnes of the 
bishops are carefully preserved, that is to say, of the Eastern 
ones; for those of the West had no cause for anxiety on 
account of this heresy." 
This addition had been for a long time in Hardouin'sl col- 
lection in Latin, and in Mansi's,2 and it was generally attri- 
buted to Dionysius the Less. The second addition is a n10re 
detailed exposition of the Catholic faith, also proceeding from 
the pen of the author of the Liber Synodic1tS. It says: " We 
adore not only one divine person, like Sabellius; but ,ve ac- 
knowledge, according to the confession of the Council of 
Nicæa, one Father, one Son, one Holy Ghost. 'Ve anathe- 
Inatize those ,yho, like Paul of Samosata, teach that the Son of 
God did not exist before the Virgin l\lary-not before He was 
born in the flesh, etc. "\Ve anathematize also those ,vho hold 
that there are three Gods, and those who deny that the Logos 
is the Son of God C:
larcellus of Ancyra and Photinus of 
Sirmium)." The author puts next to these t,vo additions a 
document ,vhich has been handed do.wn to us, the first half of 
the list of bishops present at Nicæa, containing one hundred 
and sixty-one names. 
2. The second and shortest of the fragments contains the 
second part of the Nicene Creed, not quite accurately repeated 
by one or more later believers. To the words Spiritus sanctus 
are already added Qlti proccdit a Patrc, an interpolation ,vhich 
could not ha ve been added till after the second CEculnenical 
Council. Then comes a further Expositio fidei, 'v hich en- 
deavours to ,york out the consequences of the Nicene Creed, 
and is especially directed against Sabellius and Photinus. 
3. The third fragll1ent gives us next the end of this Ex- 
positio fidei. It is followed by t\VO additions, attributed to 
1 Rant i. 311. 2 Mansi, ii. 665. 
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an Archbishop Rufinus, otherwise unknown. The first ex- 
presses the joy which the orthodox doctrine gives to the 
author; the second tells us that each time the bishops rose 
at Nicæa they were three hundred and nineteen in number, 
and that they 'were only three hundred and eighteen ,vhen 
they took their seats. They could never discover who the 
three hundred and nineteenth ,vas, for he ,vas sometimes like 
one, sometimes like another; at last it ,vas manifest that it 
,vas the Holy Spirit. Rufinus then "Tites a certain number 
of Scntentiæ synodi sanctæ; but some of these judgments are 
on points ,vhich ,vere not brought before the Nicene Council, 
especially on man's free-,vill. They are undoubtedly some- 
,vhat similar to the Expositio fidei oí'tlwdoxæ, which is con- 
tained in the second and third fragments. 
4. The fourth fragnlent contaÜ1S the Coptic translation of 
the second, third, fourth, fifth, and sixth canons of Nicæa. 
It is more or less according to the original Greek text, 
,vithout the principal meaning ever being altered. 
These four Coptic fragments certainly possess interest to 
the historian of the Nicene Council, who is anxious to kno\v 
all the sources of information; but they have not so much 
value and inlportance as Zoëga and Pitra have attributed to 
them. We shall again speak of each of these fragments in 
their proper place in the history of the Council of Nicæa. 
The anonymous author of the book entitled Tà 7rpaXeÉvTa 
Èv Nu<a{q" several manuscripts of ,vhich are in existence, pre- 
tends to be a contenlporary of the Nicene Council. This 
small treatise, published by Combefis,1 and of 'which Photius 
has given extracts,2 contains palpable errors,-for' instance, 
that the Nicene 'Council lasted three years and six months. 3 
It is generally of small importance. 
'Ve may say the same of the À-óryor;; of a priest of Cæsarea, 
named Gregory, upon the three hundred and eighteen Fathers 
ûf Nicæa. Combefis, ,vho has also published this document,4 
supposes that the author probably lived in the seventh cen- 
tury.:> He, however, calls the book 6 opus cg1'egÙ
'Jn; but, ,vith 


1 Combefis, Novum Auctuarium, Paris 1648, ii. 574 sqq. 
2 Biblioth. cod. 256. 3 Combefis, l.c. p. 583. 4 l.c. p. 547 sq. 
:'Il. c . p. 567 sq. 6 I.e. p. 567. 
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the exception of som.e biographical accounts of one of the: 
bishops present at Nicæa, Gregory gives only ,vell-kno,vn 
details, and improbable accounts of miracles. Although the 
value of these latter small treatises is not great, Hardouin and 
Mansi, coming after Combefis, ought to have inserted them in 
their collections of the Councils. These Oolleetions contain 
all the other known documents relative to the history of the 
Council of Nicæa, and they form the basis of the account 
,vhich we have to give of it. 'Ve shall hereafter speak of the 
numerous canons attributed to the Council of Nicæa, and of 
another pretended creed directed again
t Paul of Samosata. 
SEC. 24. Tlw Oon'Coeation by the Emper01'O. 
The letters of invitation sent by the Emperor Constantine 
the Great to the bishops, to ask them to repair to Nicæa, do 
not unfortunately no,v exist,! and w'e must content ourselves 
,vith 'what Eusebius says on the subject. 2 " By very respect- 
ful letters (Tt}l/l)TUCoîr; rypáJ-Lflaut) the Emperor begged the 
bishops of every country (á7raVTaxó8Ev) to go as quickly as 
possible to Nicæa." Rufinus says that the Elllperor also 
asked Arius. 3 It is not kno"
l1 ,vhêther invitations ,vere 
sent to foreign bishops (not belonging to the Roman Empire). 
Eusebius says that the Ell1peror assenlbled an æcumenical 
council (UVvoð01J Ol"OVJ.1ÆVl"
1J); but it is not at all easy to 
determine the value of the word OlKOVJ-LÉV7).4 HO"\v'ever it 
lnay be, Eusebius and Gelasius affirm that SOlne foreign 
bishops took part in this great Council. The for111er says: 
" A bishop even from Persia ,vas present at the Council, and 
Scythia itself was represented among the bishops." 5 Gelasius 
does not mention a Scythian bishop-that is to say, a Goth; 
but he begins his w'ork ,vith these words: " Not only bishops 
from every province of the Roman Empire ,,,,ere present at 


1 The letter of imperial convocation given by the Pseudo-:Marutl1as in the 
10th vol. p. 31 of Angelo :ßlai's Scriptorum veterum nova Collectio, }{omæ 
1838, is spurious. Cf. p. ix. of the PræJatio by Angelo lIIai. 
2 Euseb. Vita Con st. iii. 6. 
3 Rufin. Histor. Eccles. i. 1. It is tbe continuation of his translation of the 
History of the Church by Eusebius. If, as is often done, ,,'e reckon the nine 
books of the translation, the quotation would be from x. 1. 
4 :ßuseb. l.c. :1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 7. 
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the Council, but even some from Persia."1 The signatures of 
the members of the Council .which still remain (it is true they 
are not of incontestable authenticity) agree with Eusebius and 
Gelasius; for ,ve there find one John Bishop of Persia, and 
Theophilus the Gothic metropolitan. 2 Socrates also mentions 
the latter, 'who, he says, ,vas the predecessor of Ulphilas. 3 
It is iInpossible to determine whether the Emperor Con- 
stantine acted only in his o,vn name, or in concert 'with the 
Pope, in assembling the bishops. Eusèbius and the most ancient 
docunlents speak only of the Emperor's part in the Council, 
,vithout, ho'wever, a positive denial of the participation of the 
Pope. The sixth illcumenical Synod, which took place in 
680, says, on the contrary: "Al'ius arose as an adversary to 
the doctrine of the Trinity, and Constantine and Silvester 
immediately assembled (UVVÉÀ,EryoV) the great Synod at Nicæa."4 
The Pontifical of Damasus affirms the same fact. 5 From that 
time, the opinion that the Emperor and the Pope had agreed 
together to asselnble the Council became more and more 
general; and ,vith whatever vivacity certain Protestant authors 
may have arrayed themselves against this supposition,6 it cer- 
tainly seems probable that in such an inlportant measure the 
Emperor would have thought it necessary not to act without 
the consent and co-operation of him who was recognised as the 
first bishop of Christendom. Let us add that Rufinus had 
already expressly said 7 that the Emperor assembled the Synod 
ex sacerdotum scntentia. If he consulted several bishops upon 
the measure which he had in view, he certainly ,vollld have 
taken the advice of the first among them; and the part of the 
latter in the convocation of the Council must certainly have 
been more considerable than "tl;at of the other bishops, or the 
sixth Council would doubtless have expressed itself in another 
,yay. The testimony of this Council is here of real import- 
ance. If it had been held in the West, or even at Rome, 
,vhat it says might appear suspicious to some critics; but it 


1 Gelas. Cyzic. Commenta'rius actorum Ooncilii Nicæni, lib. i. c. 1; in Mansi, 
ii. 759; Harù. i. 345. 
2 Mansi, ii. 694, 696, 699, 702. 
4 Actio xviii. in Hard. iii. 1418. 
6 e.g. !ttig, l.c. 
 11. 


3 Socrates, Hist. Eccles. ii. 41. 
6 Cf. above, the Introduction, p. 9. 
4 Rufinus, Hist. Eccl. Îc 1. 
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took place at Constantinople, at a period \vhen the bishops of 
this city ,vere beginning to be rivals to those of Rome. The 
Greeks formed greatly the majority of the members of the 
Council, and consequently their testinlony in favour of Rome, 
11lore especially in favour of the co-operation of Silvester, is 
very important.! 
In order to nlake the journey to Nicæa possible to some, 
and at least easier to others, the Enlperor placed the public con- 
vey
tnces and the beasts of burden belonging to the Govern- 
111ent at the disposal of the bishops; and 'while the Council 
lasted, he provided abundantly for the entertainlnent of its 
11lembers. 2 The choice of the to-wn of Nicæa ,vas also very 
favourable for a large concourse of bishops. Situated upon 
one of the rivers flo,ving into the Propontis on the borders of 
Lake Ascanius, Nicæ:1 ,vas very easy to reach by water for 
the bishops of ahnost all the provinces, especially for those of 
Asia, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, Greece, and Thrace: it ,vas a 
nluch frequented commercial city, in relation ,vith every 
country, not far distant frOIl1 the imperial residence in Nico- 
media, and after the latter the most considerable city in 
Bithynia. After the lapse of so rnany centuries, and under 
the oppressive Turkish rule, it is so fallen from its ancient 
splendour, that under the name of Isnik it nUlnbers no,y 
scarcely 1500 inhabitants. This is .fe,ver than the nunlber of 
"guests it contained at the time ,,,hen our Synod ,,""as held. 
SEC. 25. lV"-t1nber of the Jr[ernbers of the Council. 
Eusebius says that there ,vere more than two hundred and 
fifty bishops present at the Council of Nicæa; and he adds 
that the multitude of priests, deacons, and acolytes ,vho accom- 
panied then1 ,vas alnlost ÜuuuneraLle. 3 Some later Arabian 
documents 4 speak of 11lore than t\VO thousand bishops; but it 


1 It is to repeat the false allegations of the Pseudo-Isidore, to say that there 
was a sort of preparatory Synoù at Rome Lefore the assembly of Nicæa in 324, 
aud that Arius was there anathematizeJ. Cf. :M:ansi, iii. 615; anù "\Valch, 
Gesell. der Kircltenvers. S. 142 f. 
2 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 6 and 9. ' 3 Euseb. Vita Con.')t. iii. 8. 
4 The collections of the .:Melchitic and Coptic callans. Cf. SelJen, Cmn- 
men tar. ad Eutycltii m.iqines AlexlfJul. p. 71; Mansi, ii. 1073; Bevcrcg. 
Synodicon, vol. ii.; .Ánnotat. in canuucs concilii ..Nicæni, pp. 43) 44. 
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is probable that the inferior orders of the clergy were reckoned 
\vith them, and perhaps all together they reached that num- 
ber. Besides, there must have been more bishops at Nicæa 
than Eusebius mentions; for S. Athanasius, ,vho ,vas an eye- 
\vitness, and a member of the Council, often speaks 1 of about 
three hundred bishops, and in his letter ad Afros 2 he speaks 
expressly of three hundred and eighteen. This number \vas 
almost universally adopted; and Socrates himself, \vho ahvays 
follo\vs Euse bins in his details respecting the commencement 
of the Nicene Synod, and copies him often ,vord for \vorc1, 
nevertheless adopts the number three hundred and eighteen; 3 
also Theodoret,4 Epiphanius,õ Ambrose,6 Gelasius,1 TIufinns,8 the 
Council of Chalcedon,9 and Sozonlen, \vho speaks of about three 
hundred bishops.lO In fact, the nun1ber of bishops present 
varied according to the lllonths: there ,vere perhaps fe\ver at 
the beginning; so that ,ve may reconcile the testimonies of 
the hvo eye-\vitnesses Eusebius and Athanasius, if \ve sup- 
pose that they did not make their lists at the same tÏ1ne. 
The number of three hundred and eighteen being admitted, 
it is natural that \ve should compare it ,vith the three hun- 
dred and eighteen servants of Abrahan1. 11 S. Anlbrose,12 and 
several others after him, notice this parallel. l\.fost of these 
three hundred and eighteen bishops were Greeks: an10ng the 
Latins \ve find only Hosius of Cordova, Cecilian of Carthage, 
Marcus of Calabria, Nicasius of Dijon, Don1nus of Stridon (in 
Pannonia), the hvo Roman priests Victor and Vincent, repre- 
sentatives of Pope Silvester. 13 vVith Hosius of Cordova, the 
most eminent men1 bel's of the Council ,vere those of the apos- 
1 Hi:storia A'rianor. ael l.fonaclws, c. 66; Apologia cont1.a A1"ianos, c. 23 
and 25; de Synodis Arimin. c. 43. 
2 C. 2. 
4 Theoll. Hist. Eccl. i. 7. 
6 Ambros. de Fide ad Grattan. i. 1. 
8 Rufin. Hi.st. Bccl. i. 1 (or x. 1). 
9 Concil. Chalced. Actio ii. in Hard. ii. 206; 
ransi, vi. 955. 
Ie Sozom. JIist. Eccl. i. 17. 11 Gen. xiv. 14. 12 l.c. 
13 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 7; Socrat. lIist. Eccl. i. 14; Sozom. IIist. Bcel. 
i. 17. This latter puts by mistake Pope Julius in the place of Pope Silvester. 

fany of the names mentioned are founel only in the signatures of the COlll1cil 
of Nicæa, of which we shall speak hereafter. Cf. Ballerini, de Antiq'llis Collec- 
tionib'lls et Collectorib'lls Canonum. In the collection of Galland, de Vetustls 
Canon'llm Collecttonibus clissertationmn Syllo[]e, i. 254 sq. 


3 Socrates, Ilist. Eccl. i. 8. 
5 Eriph. Hæres. 69. 11. 
7 In :Mansi, ii. 818. 
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tolic sees, Alexander of Alexandria, Eustathius of Antioch, and 

Iacarius of Jerusalem: then came the t,vo bishops of the 
. sanle nalne, Eusebius of Nicomedia and of Cæsarea; Potanlon 
of Heraclea in Egypt, 'v ho had lost one eye in the last perse- 
cution; Paphnutius of the higher Thebaïs, and Spiridion of 
Cyprus, both celebrated for their n1Ïracles. Paphnutius had 
one eye bored out and his legs cut off during l\1axinÜn's per- 
secution. Another bishop, Paul of Neocæsarea, had had his 
hands burnt by the red-hot irons that Licinius had conllnanded 
to be applied to them. J ames of Nisibis was honoured as a 
,yorker of miracles: it ,vas said that he had raised the dead. 
There ,yas also seen among the forenlost, Leontius of Cæsarea, 
a nlan endo'wed with the gift of prophecy, ,vho during the 
journey to Nicæa had baptized the father of S. Gregory of 
N azianzus; besides Hypatius of Gangra, and S. Nicolas of 
1\1 yra in Asia l\1inor, so ,veIl kno,vn for his generosity, 1 that 
Eusebius could say with truth: "Sonle ,vere celebrated for 
their ,yisdoln, others for the austerity of their lives and for 
their patience, others for their nlodesty; some ,vere very old, 
some full of the freshness of youth." 2 Theodoret adds: 
"J\lany shone froln apostolic gifts, and nlany bore in their 
bodies the Inarks of Christ." 3 
It is no ,vonder if, considering their circulllstances, there 
,vere sonle unlearned anlong so large a nUlllber of bishops; 
but Bishop Sabinus of Heraclea in Thrace, a partisan of 

lacedonius, ,vas quite ,vrong ,vhen, shortly after,vards, he 
laughed at the general ignorance of the Inenlbers of the 
Council of Nicæa. After having given vent to his hatred as 
a heretic, he did not hesitate to copy one of these Nicene 
Fathers, Eusebius, the father of ecclesiastical history.4 Socrates 
has sho\vn that the same Sabinus fell into other contradictions.:> 


1 All these men are especially named either in tIle signatures of the acts of 
the Synod, or in Athau. I-list. Arian01'wn ael JJIonaclws, c. 12; Socrat. 11ist. Eecl. 
i. 8 ; Sozom. ]IÜJt. Eccl. i. 17 ; Theodor. I-list. Eccl. i. 7; Rufin. Hist. Ecel. 
i. 4 and 5; Greg. of N az. in .lien. patris. In Assemani, Bibliotheea O'J'ientalis, 
i. 17 sqq., is to be found a biography of S. James of Nisibis. Finally, :\fansi 
has given (ii. 637 sq.) a list, composed with the greatest care, of the most cele.. 
brated members of the Council of Nicæa. 
2 Euseb. Vita Com;t. iii; 9. 3 Theodor. Hist. Eccl. i. 7. 
4 Socrat. lIiðt. Eccles. i. 8. 6 Socrat. l.c. 
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Anlong the auxiliaries of the bishops of 
icæa, he ,yho 
became by far the nlost celebrated was Athanasius, then a 
young deacon of Alexandria, .who accompanied his bishop 
Alexander.! He ,vas born about the year 300, at Alexandria, 
and had been consecrated to the service of the Church in a 
very peculiar manner. Rufinus relates the fact in the fol- 
lo,ving nlanner :-According, he says, to ,vhat he heard at 
Alexandria fronl those ,vho kne,v Athanasius,2 Alexander 
Bishop of Alexandria one day sa\v on the sea-shore several 
children imitating the ceremonies of the Church. They did 
not do it at all as children generally do in play; but the 
bishop remarked that they followed every ecclesjastical rite 
very exactly, and especially that Athanasius, who represented 
the bishop, baptized several catechumens fronl anlong the 
children. Alexander questioned them, and ,vhat he heard 
convinced him, and also l1Ïs clergy, that Athanasius had really 
adn1Ïnistered the sacrament of baptism to his little play- 
fello.ws, and that it only required the confirmatIon of the 
Church. Probably the young officiant had not intended to 
play, but to do ,veIl q1wd fieTi 'Vult ecclesÙt. 3 According to 
the bishop's advice, all these children were consecrated to the 
work of the lllinistry; and Alexander soon took the young 
Athanasius to be ,vith him, ordained him deacon in 319, and 
placed so much confidence in him that he raised him above 
all the other clergy, and made him an archdeacon, although 
scarcely t,venty years of age. 4 It is probable that Athanasius 
took part in the Arian controversy from the commencement; 
at least Eusebins of Nicomedia, or other adversaries of his, 
attribute Alexander's persevering refusal of reconciliation 
,vith Arius to his influence. ".At Nicæa," says Socrates,á 
" Athanasius ,vas the most vehement opponent of the Arians." 


I Socmt. l.c. 2 Ruf. Hist. Eccles. i. 14 (or x. 14). 
3 The Beneùictines of S. 
.Iau1', in their eJ.ition of the works of S. Athanasius 
(i. ix.); TilJemont (notes upon S. Athan. No.2), in his 1YIernoires (viii. 275). 
ed. Brux. 1732; and the learned Protestant J. A. Schmidt, in his dissertation 
Puer Atlwnasiu8 baptizans (Helmst. 1701), doubt this narratir"e. Pagi, O
l the 
contrary, defends it (Critica, ad an. 311, n. 26). 
4 Socrat. llist. Eccles. i. 8; Theodor. Hi8t. Eccles. i. 26. Gelas. ii. 7 (I\Iansj, 
l.c. ii. 818) formally styles Athanasius an archdeacon. 
:; Socrat. i. 8. 


8 
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He ,vas at the san1e tÌ111e the n1an of highest intelligence in 
the Synod, and an able logician. This aptness for contro- 
versy ,vas particularly valuable in the conflict with such 
sophists as the Arians. The bishops had ev Bn brought learned 
laymen and accomplished logicians 1 with them, who, like 
Athanasius and others ,vho were present, not being bishops, 
took a very active part in the discussions ,vhich preceded the 
deliberations and decisions properly so called. 
SEC. 26. ]Jate oj the Synod. 
All the ancie:J?-ts agree in saying that the Synod took place 
under the consulship of Anicius Paulinus and Anicius J uli- 
anus, 636 years after Alexander the Great, consequently 
325 A.D. 2 They are not equally unanimous about the day 
and the 1110nth of the opening of the Council. Socrates says: 3 
" 'Ve find from the minutes that the tÌ1ne of the Synod (pro- 
. bably of its commencement) ,vas the 20th J\Iay.,,4 The acts 
()f the fourth fficun1enical Council give another date. In the 
second session of that assembly, Bishop EUllon1Ïus of Nièo- 
media read the Nicene Creed; and at the commencement 
()f his copy ,vere these ,vords: 'c Under the conslùship of 
Paulinus and Julianus, on the 9th of the Greek month Dasius, 
that is, the 13th before the ICalends of July, at Nicæa, the 
n1etropolis of Bithynia." 5 The Chronicle of Alexandria gives 
the saIne date, xiii Oal. Jul., and consequently indicates the 
1 Ð th June. In order to reconcile the data of Socrates ,vith 
those of the Council of Chalcedon, ,ve may perhaps say that 
the Council opened on the 20th l\lay, and that the Creed 
,vas dra,vn up on the 19th June. But Athanasius 6 expressly 
says that the Fathers of Nicæa put no date at the COlll1nence- 
ment of their Creed; and he blames the Arian bishops 
1) rsaci us and Valens, because their Creed ,vas preceded by a 
fixed date. Consequently the ,vords placed at the top of the 


1 Socrat. i. 8; Sozom. i. 17. 
2 For example, Socrat. Hist. Eccles. i. 13, ad finem; and the (Ecll'1nenkal 
Council of Cltalcedon, Actio ii., in Hard. ii. 286 ; :l\Iansi, vi. 955. 
3 Socrat. l. c. 
4",
 E;,uxðl "'oû Mtdou P.t'}II
>>; and consequentlr not the ix Kal. J unias, as Vale- 
sius translates it. 
&! lÜansi, vi. 955; Hard. ii. 286. 6 De Synodis, c. 5 (cf. c. 3). 
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copy of the :ß"jcene Creed read at Chalcedon must have pro- 
ceeded, not from the Synod of Nicæa, but from some later 
copyist. But neither can ,ve establish, as Tillemont 1 and 
some other historians have tried to do, that this date signifies, 
not the day w.hen the Creed ,vas drawn up, but that of the 
opening of the Synod. Even if the Synod had affixed no 
date to its Creed, ,ve may ,veIl suppose that this date ,vas 
placed there at a later period, and continue to believe that 
the Council opened on the 20th of J\1ay 325, and that it 
puLlished the Creed on the 19th of June. Baronius found 
a third chronological datum in an ancient lnanuscript, attri- 
buted to Atticus Bishop of Constantinople, according to 
,vhich the Synod lasted from the 14th June to the 25th 
August. 2 But ,ve 111ay reconcile this date ,vith the other 
t,vo, on the theory that the Synod was called together for the 
20th of May. The Empëror being absent at that time, they 
held only less solelnn discussions and deliberations until the 
14th June, ,vhen the session properly so called began, after 
the arrival of the Enlperor; that on the 19th the Creed ,vas 
drawn up; and that the other business, such as the Easter 
controversy, ,vas then continued, and the session ternÜnated 
on the 25th August. 
Valesius 3 and Tillemont 4 think otherwise. The former 
rej ects the date given by Socrates, and thinks that the Council 
could not have assembled so early as the 20th May 325. 
He calculates that, after the victory of Constantine over 
Licinius and the Emperor's return, the mission of Hosins to 
Alexandria, his sojourn there, then the preparations for the 
Synod, and finally the journeys of the bishops to Nicæa, 
n1ust have taken a longer time; and he regards it as more 
probable that the Synod commenced on the 1 9th June. 
But Valesius erroneously supposes that the great battle of 
Chalcedon (or Chrysopolis), in which Constantine defeated 
Licinius, took place on the 7th September 324; .whilst ,ve 
have lnore foundation for believing that it was a year pre- 


1 lIfénwi'J"es, etc. ; "N otes on the Council of Nicæa," n. i. vol. vi. p. 354. 
2 Baron. aù ann. 325, n. 8. 
3 Annotat. in Socratis IIist. Eccles. i. 13 j and in Eusebeü Vito COllst. iii. 14.. 
, Mémoires, l.c. pp. 271, 354. 
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viously, in 323. 1 But if ,ve adn
it that Constantine conquered 
Licinius in Septelnber 3'24, and tbat the next day, as Vale- 
sius says,2 he reached Nicolnedia, there ,voulJ remain froln 
that day, up to the 20th J\iay 325, more than eight months; 
and this vvould be long enough for so energetic and po.werful 
a prince as Constantine ,vas, to take many measures, espe- 
cially as the re-establishlnent of peace in religion appeared 
to hinl a matter of extrelne inlportance. Besides, in giving 
the 19th June as the commencelnent of the Synod, Valesius 
gains very little time:' a month longer ,vould not be suffi- 
cient to overCOlne all the difficulties ,vhich he enumerates. 
Tillemont raises another objection against the chronology 
,vhich ,ve adopt. According to him,3 Constantine did not arrive 
at Nicæa till the 3d July, ,vhilst ,ve fix the 14th June for the 
opening of the solemn sessions of the Council in the presence 
of the Elnperor. Tillemont appeals to Socrates,4 ,vho relates 
that, "after the terlnination of the feast celebrated in honour 
of his victory over Licinius, he left for Nicæa." This feast, 
according to Tillelnont, could have been held only on the 
anniversary of the victory gained near Adrianopolis the 3 d 
July 323. But first, it is difficult to suppose that t,vo special 
feasts sholùd be celebrated for t,vo victories so near together 
as those of Adrianopolis and of Chalcedon: then Socrates 5 
does not speak of aI?- anniversary feast, but of a triumphal 
feast, properly so called; and if ,ve examine ,vhat this his- 
torian 6 relates of the last attenlpts of Licinius at insurrection, 
,ve are authorized in believing that Constantine celebrated nc 
great triulnphal feast till after he had repressed all these 
attelnpts, and even after the death of Licinius. Eusebius 
expressly says 7 that this feast did not take place till after 
the death of Licinius. "\Ve need not examine ,vhether the 
reports spread abroad respecting the last insurrections of Lici- 


1 cr. :Manso, Leben Constant ins d. Gr. S. 368 (Breslau 1817). In favour of 
this date he quotes many laws of Constantine's of the first half of 324, and 
which could only have been published (ifter the ùefeat of Licinius. cr. Tille- 
mont, Hist. des E1n]Jé'reurs, iv. 194 (ed. Venise 1732); and Gibbon, Roman 
.limpiJ.c, ii. 
2 Annot. in Euseb. Vito Const. iii. 14. 
4 Socrat. i. 8. 
6 Socrat. i. 4. 


3 Tillemont, l.c. l)P' 277, 354. 
5 Socrat. i. 8. 
4 Euseb. Vita Const. ii. ID. 
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nius 'v ere true or not;1 for if Constantine caused false reports 
to be spread about the projects of Licinius, it is natural that 
he should ,vish to confirm thelll after,vards by giving a public 
feast. It is true ,ve do not kno,v the exact date of the exe- 
cution of Licinius; but it .was probably to,vards the nlidcUe 
of 324, according to others not until 325:2 and therefore the 
triumphal feast of ,vhich 've are speaking could easily have 
been celebrated a short time before the Council of Nicæa. 


SEC. 27. The Disputations" 
In the interval 'v hich separated the opening of the Synod 
(20th l\lay) and the first solemn session in the presence of the 
Emperor, the conferences and discussions took place bet,veen 
the Catholics, the Arians, and the philosophers, ,vhich are 
mentioned by Socrates 3 and Sozomen. 4 Socrates says ex- 
pressly, that these conferences l)receded the solemn opening 
of the Synod by the Emperor; and by comparing his account 
,vith those of Sozomen and Gelasius,D we see that Arius ,vas 
invited by the bishops to take part in them, and that he had 
full liberty there to explain his doctrine. We find, too, that 
many of his friends spoke in his favour, and that he reckoned 
as many as seventeen bishops among his partisans, particu- 
larly Eusebius of Nicomedia, Theognis of Nicæa, l\iaris of 
Chalcedon, Theodorus of Heraclea in Thrace, l\fenophantus of 
Ephesus, Patrophilus of Scythopolis, Narcissus of Cilicia, 
Theonas of l\lanllarica, Secundus of Ptolemais in Egypt, and 
up to a certain point Eusebius of Cæsarea. 6 Besides, a good 
ll1any priests, and even layn1en, took his side; for, as Socrates 
says, n1any learned layn1en and distinguished dialecticians 
,vere present at these conferences, and took part, sonle for 
Arius, others against hÍ1n. On the orthodox side it ,yas clliefly 
Athanasius and the priest Alexander of Constantinople, vested 
,vith po,ver by his old bishop,7 who did battle against the 
Arians. 


1 Gibbon, l.c. 2 TiUcmont, Hist. des Ernpére'll1"S, iv. 195. 
:3 Socrat. i. 8. 4 Sozom. i. 17. 5 Gelas. ii. 7. II. 
(J Cf. nnfillu
, l.t i. 5 (or x. 5) ; Gelas. ii. 7. According to Philostorgius, 
there were hn>nty-two bishops at first Ütyourahlc to Arius, whose names he 
gives. See the Fragmenta Pltilost01'gii, in Valesius, p. 539 (ed. l\Iogunt.). 
'1 Socrat. i. 8 ; Ge1as. ii. 7 and 5 ; in ::Mansi, ii. 818 and 806. The Disputatio 
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Sozon1en also mentions these conferences, in ,vhich some 
wished to reject every innovation in n1atters of faith; and 
others n1aintained that the opinion of the ancients n1ust not 
be adn1Ïtted .without exanlination. 1 He adds, that the most 
able dialecticians made themselves reno,vned, and ,vere re- 
n1arked even by the Emperor; and that from this time Atha- 
nasius ,vas considered to be the most distinguished member of 
the åssembly, though only a deacon. Theodoret praises Atha- 
nasius equally, ,vho, he says, ",von the approbation of all the 
orthodox at the Council of Nicæa by his defence of apostolic 
doctrine, and dre,v upon himself the hatred of the enemies of 
the truth." 2 Itufinus says: "By his controversial ability 
(suggcstiones) he discovered the subterfuges and sophislns of the 
heretics (dolos ac fallacias )." 3 
Rufinus, and Sozomen, ,vho generally follows him, Inention 
some heathen philosophers as being present at the Synod and 
at these conferences, either in order to become better acquainted 
,vith Christianity, or to try their controversial skill against it. 4 
What Gelasius relates is not very probable: he affinns that 
Arius took these heathen philosophers ,vith him, that they 
n1Ïght help him in his disputations. 5 He gives an account, at 
a disproportionate length,6 of the pretended debates bet"ween 
the heathen philosopher Phædo, holding Arian opinions, and 
Eustathius Bishop of Antioch, Hosius of Cordova, Eusebius of 
Cæsarea, etc., the result of ,vhich, he says, ,vas the conversion 
of the philosopher. According to Valesius, 7 this account is 
entirely false, and ,vhat Rufinus relates about the philosophers 
is, to say the least, singular. One of these philosophers, he 
says, could not be overcome by the most able among the Chris- 
tians, and always escaped like a serpent fro1l1 every proof ,vhich 
,vas given hin1 of the error of his doctrines. At last a con- 
fessor, an unlearned and ignorant man, rose and said: "In the 
naU1e of Jesus Christ, listen, 0 philosopher, to the truth. 
There is one God, ,vho created heaven and earth, ,vho formed 
in Þlicæno concilio cum A1 o io, printed in the editions of the works of S. Atha- 
nasius, is not authentic, as the Bened. editor l\Iontfaucon proves. 
1 Sozom. i. 17. 2 Theodoret, Hist. Eccles. i. 26. 
3 Rufinus, l.c. i. 14 (or x. 14). 4 Rufinus, l.c. i. 3 (or x. 3) ; Sozom. i. 18. 
l) Ge1as. ii. 12 ; in :Mansi, ii. 826, and Hard. i. 387. 
6 :l\Iansi, l. c. 829-875. 'l A nnot. in Socr. IIi8t. Eccles. i. 8. 
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man of clay, and gave him a soul. He created everything 
visible and invisible by His "\V ord: this VV ord, 'whom ,ve call 
the Son, took pity on hunlan sinfulness, .was born of a virgin, 
delivered us from death by His sufferings and death, and gave 
us the assurance of eternal life by His resurrection. "\tVe ex- 
pect Him no,v to be the Judge of all our actions. Dost thou 
believe ,vhat I say, 0 philosopher?" The philosopher, ,von- 
derfully nloved, could no longer hold out, and said: "Yes; 
surely it is so, and nothing is true but w'hat thou hast said." 
The old man replied: "If thou believest thus, rise, follo,v me 
to the Lord, and receive the seal of His faith." The philo- 
sopher turned to,vards his disciples and hearers, exhorted them 
to enlbrace the faith of Christ, follo\ved the old man, and be- 
came a member of the holy Church.! Sozomen 2 and Gelasius 3 
repeat the account of TIufinus. Socrates 4 also relates the prin- 
cipal part of the story; but he does not say that the philo- 
sophers ,vho took part in these conferences were heathens: his 
,vords seeln rather to refer to Christian controversialists ,vho 
tJok the side of Arius. 


SEC. 28. A1'Ti1.ial of the EmpcT01"-Solemn Opening of the 
Council-Presidency. 
During these preparatory conferences the Emperor arrived; 
and if Socrates fj is correct, the Synod ,vas solemnly opened 
the very day follo,ving the discussion ,vith the philosopher. 
From the account given by Sozomen at the beginning of the 
nineteenth chapter of his first book, one might conclude that 
the solemn session in the presence of the Enlperor, ,vhich ,ve 
are now to describe, did not take place till after all the dis- 
cussions ,vith Arius; blit Sozomen, ,,
ho certainly made use 
of the narrative of Eusebius, tells us 6 that the Synod ,vas 
inaugurated by this solemnity (ñfL
pa') ÓptuBElu'l}') 7V uvvóúcp). 
Eusebius thus describes it: ""\tYhen all the bishops had entered 
the place appointed for their session,7 the sides of ,vhich 'vere 


1 Rufinus, l.c. c. 3. 2 Sozom. i. 18. :3 Gelas. ii. 13. 
4 Socrat. i. 8. 5 Socrat. i. 8. 6 Vita Co128t. iii. 10. 
7 Eusebius (rita Const. iii. 10) here uses the expression 'Trf fL-SdUI'Tv..'To/ ofy.
 
'T;;I/ ßUdÛ..sif/JI/ ; that is, literally, "the building in the midst of the imperial 
))al::1.ccs." Theodoret (i. 7) and Sozomen (i. 19) also speak of the Emperor's 
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filled by a great number of seats, each took his place, and 
a\yaitcd in silence the arrival of the Emperor. Ere long the 
functionaries of the court entered, but pnly those \vho \vere 
Christians; and \vhen the arrival of the EUlperor \vas an- 
nounced, all those present rose. He appeared as a messenger 
fronl God, covered \vith gold and precious stones,-a magni- 
ficent figure, tall and slender, and full of grace and Inaj esty. 
To this nlajesty he united great Inoc1esty and devout humility, 
so that he kept his eyes reverently bent upon the ground, and 
only sat do\vn upon the golden seat 'which had been prepared 
for him \yhen the bishops gave him the signal to do so. As 
soon as he had taken his place, all the bishops took theirs. 
Then the bishop \vho \vas ÏInlllediately to the right of the 
Emperor! arose, and addressed a short speech to him, in 
\vhich he thanked God for having given them such an 
Enlperor. After he had resulned his seat, the Emperor, in 
a gentle voice, spoke thus: 'My greatest desire, IllY friends, 
\vas to see you asselnblec1. I thank God, that to all the 
favours lIe has granted me He has added the greatest, that 
of seeing you all here, animated \vith the same feeling. J\lay 
no mischievous enelny cOlne novv to deprive us of this happi- 
ness 1 And after \ve have conquered the enemies of Christ, 
Dlay not the evil spirit atten1pt to injure the la\v of God by 
lXLlace. N otwithstanc1ing this, Valesius (.Annotat. in Euseb. Vito Con-st. iii. 
10) believes that the Council was held in a church, because Eusebius (c. 7) 
says expressly that the bishops assembled in an oY"o; E.Ìn!.,,';'pl()G (from fùxn, 
pr3-yer). Although Eusebius makes use of the word
 oY"o; '7';;;" ßa.fTû..slw" (c. 10), 
he means a church that may very well be called oY"o; ßa.fTIÂslO;. Theodoret 
and Sozomen, he adds, did not understand the expression of Eusebius, and 
therefore spoke of the Emperor's palace. The two apparently contradictory 
expressions of Eusebius in ch. 7 and ch. 10 (oy"o; Eù""np'o; and oy"o; ßa.fTIÂ.) 
have by others been reconcileù by supposing that some sessions were held in 
a church, and others in the Emperor's palace. Cf. Ittig, l. c. p. 6. 
1 AccorLling to the title of the chapter of Eusebius' Vita Const. (iii. 11), and 
according to Sozomen (i. 19), this bishop was Eusebius himself, the ecclesiastical 
historian. According to Theodoret (i. 7) it was Eustathius of Antioch, and 
according to Theodore of 1\Iopsnestia it was Alexander of Alexandria. Vale- 
sius (Annot. in Euseb. Vito Const. iii. 11) decides for Eusebius; and this is. 
very probable, for we can.easily understand that Eusebius might have withheld 
l1Ïs own name, and mentioned the speaker only generally. Baronius (ad anll. 
32.3, :a. 55) and 1\Iansi (ii. 663) give the speech which Eustathius of Antioch is 
SUrt'.Q
ed. to have delivered, froUl Gregory of Cæsarea. The genuineness of the 
report is very doubtful. See above, p. 267. 
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ne,v blasphell1Ïes ! I consider disunion in the Church an evil 
more terrible and nlore grievous than any kind of ,var. . After 
having, by the grace of God, conquered my enemies, I thought 
I had no lllore to do than to thank Him joyfully with those 
.whOln I had delivered. When I ,vas told of the division that 
had arisen amongst you, I ,-ras convinced that I ought not to 
attend to any business before this; and it is from the desire 
of being useful to you that I have convened you ,vithout 
delay. But I shall not believe my end to be attained until 
I have united the minds of all-until I see that peace and 
that union reign anlongst you ,vhich you are commissioned, 
as the anointed of the Lord, to preach to others. Do not 
hesitate, my friends-do not hesitate, ye servants of God; 
banish all causes of dissension-solve controversial difficulties 
according to the la,vs of peace, so as to ac
onlplish the ,york 
,vhich shall be most agreeable to God, and cause me, your 
fello,v-servant, an infinite joy.'''1 
Constantine spoke in Latin. An assistant placed at his 
side translated his discourse into Greek, and then the Enlperor 
gave place to the presidents of the Council (7ïapEúíSov TÒV 
Ì\,óryov Toî') T1J') uvvóSov 'lrpOÉSp01S2). The Emperor had opened 
the Council as a kind of honorary president, and he continued 
to be present at it; but the direction of the theological dis- 
cussions, properly speaking, ,vas naturally the business of the 
ecclesiastical leaders of the Council, and ,vas left to them. 
vVe thus arrive at the question of the presidency; but as we 
have already. spoken of it in detail in the Introduction, ,ve 
1TI.ay be satisfied vvith recalling here the conclusion then 
arrived at, that Hosius of Cordova l)resided at the asselllbly 
as Papal legate, in union ,vith the t,vo Roman priests Vito 
(Vitus) and Vincentius. 


1 "\Ve have given the Emperor's speech according to Eusebius (Vita COJlst. iii. 
12). Theodoret (i. 7) gives certain additions; but these are taken, with altera- 
tions, from a later speech of the Emperor. Cf. TiIlemont, l.c. p. 2ï8, a. Gela- 
sius (ii. 7) has evidently expanded the speech of the Emperor. It is so full 
of wl)rds and empty of thonghts, that it certainly is not the slJeech of the 
Emperor Constantine. Cf. Tillemont, l.c. p. 357, n. 7, Sur le Condie de .lVicée. 
2 ritu Const. iii. 13. 
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SEC. 29. ]'1itt
lal 001nplaints oj tlw Bishops. 
'Vhen the Elnperor had yielded the direction of the 
assembly to the presidents (7rp 0 tDp 0 LÇ;), Eusebius 1 tells us 
that the disputations and mutual complaints began. By 
this he means that the Arians "'''ere accused of heresy by 
the orthodox, and these in their turn by the Arians. Other 
authors add, that for several days divers nlerrlorials were sent 
to the Emperor by the bishops accusing one another, and by 
the laity criminating the bishops; that 011 the day fixed to 
decide these quarrels the Emperor brought to the Synod all 
the denunciations ,vhich had been sent to him, sealed ,yith 
his signet, and, wi th the assurance that he had not read 
them, thre"w them into the fire. He then said to the 
bishops: "Y ou cannot be judged by 111en, and God alone 
can decide your controversies." According to Socrates, he 
added: "Christ has conlmanded Inan to forgive his brother, 
if he "\yould 0 btain par
on for himself." 2 
It is possible that all this account, drawn from more recent 
sources, may be only an amplification of ,,
hat Eusebius relates 
of the complaints and grievances "\vhich "\vere brought for"ward; 
and this suggestion has the greater probability when we con- 
sider that Eusebius, "\vho tries on every occasion to extol his 
hero the Emperor, ,vould certainly not have passed this a(
t 
over in silence. However, it is Ï1npossible absolutely to 
throw aside the account by Rufinus and his successors, which 
contains nothing intrinsically Ï1nprobable. 


SEC. 3 O. Manner oj Deliberation. 
We possess but fe,v sources of inforulation respecting the 
nlanner of deliberation which ,vas adopted, fronl the soleUln 
opening of the Synod by the Enlperor up to the promulgation 
of the creed. Euse bius, after having nlentioned the grievances 
brought by the bishops against one another, merely continues 
thus: "Grievances "\vere numerous on both sides, and there 
were at the beginning many controversies, accusations, and 
replies. The Ell1perOr listened to both sides "\vith nluch 
patience and attention. He assisted both sides, and pacified 
1 Vit. Canst. i. 13. 2 If. E. i. 8 ; Soz. i. Ii; TIufin. i. 2 (x. 2); Gelas. ii. 8. 
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those W'110 ,yere too violent. He spoke in Greek, in an ex- 
tremely gentle voice, ans"Tered some ,vith arguments, praised 
others who had spoken ,veIl, and led all to a mutual under- 
standing; so that, in spite of their previous differences, they 
ended by being of the saIne mind."l 
Socrates 2 describes the discussions ahnost in the same 
,yords as Eusebius, so also Sozomen;3 and we may conclude 
from their testimony, and still more fronl the account by 
Rufinus,4 that the discussions bet\veen the Arians and the 
orthodox, which had commenced before the first solelnn session 
of the Council, continued in the Emperor's presence. As to 
the time during ,vhich these debates lasted, Gelasius 5 tells us 
that" the Enlperor sat ,yith the bishops for severallnonths;" 
but it is evident that he confuses the discussions ,vhich took 
place before the solemn opening of the Synod by the Emperor 
,vith the deliberations ,vhich follo\ved (he speaks of the philo- 
sophers for the first time after the opening), and he imagines 
that the Emperor ,vas present not only at the later, but also 
at the preliminary deliberations. 
Rufinus maintains further, "that they then held daily ses- 
sions, and that they ,yould not decide lightly or prematurely 
upon so grave a subject; that Arius ,vas often called into the 
midst of the assembly; that they seriously discussed his 
opinions; that they attentively considered ,vhat there ,vas 
to oppose to theIn; that the majority rejected the iUlpious 
system of Arius; and that the confessors espec.ially declared 
thenlselves energetically against the heresy." It is no\vhere 
said ,vhether those ,v11o ,vere not bishops ,vere admitted to 
these later debates and disputations, as they had been to the 
first. Sozomen 6 speaks only of the bishops ,vho had dis- 
cussed; Eusebius says nothing of such a liInitation; and 
it is probable that nlen like Athanasius, and the priest Alex- 
ander of Constantinople, nlight speak again upon so important 
a question. Amongst the bishops, 1\.farcellus of Ancyra SIg- 
nalized himself as an opponent of the Arians.7 


1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 13. 2 H. E. i. 8. 3 H. E. i. 20. 
4 l. c. i. 2. 5 l. c. ii. 8. 6 l. c. i. 20. 
7 Athanas. Apologia c. A'rianos, c. 23, 32, pp. 113, 118; Op. t. i. 2, ed. 
Patav. 1777. 
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. The analogy ,vhich we Inay suppose to have existed be- 
t,veen the Nicene and later Synods has caused the adlnission 
that at Nicæa the members of the Synod 'v ere divided into 
cOlllmissions or private congregations, which prepared the 
materials for the general sessions. l But ,ve find no trace 
of this fact in the ancient documents; and the accounts of 
Eusebius and others leave us rather to suppose that there 
,vere no such conunissions, but only general sessions of the 
bishops. 
Our information respecting these sessions is unfortunately 
very slight and defective; and except the short intimations 
that we have already seen in Eusebius and his successors, 
fe,v details have reached us. Gelasius himself, else,vhere so 
prolix, says no more than Eusebius and Rufinus; for ,vhat he 
relates of the discussions of the heathen philosophers can 
only have occurred at the conllllencement of the Council, if it 
happened at all. 'Ve should have been very nluch indebted 
to him, if, instead of the long, dry, and inlprobable discussions 
of the heathen pþilosopher Phædo, he had transmitted to us 
something of the discussions of the theologians. 
SEC. 31. Paph1

ltius and Spiridion. 
Some further details furnished by RufillUS give no more 
inforlnation respecting the doctrinal discussions ,vith the Arians, 
but have reference to t,vo remarkable bishops ,vho ,vere pre- 
sent at Nicæa. The first ,vas Paphnutius from Egypt, ,vho, 
he says, ,vas deprived of his right eye, and had his knees cut 
off, during the persecution by the Elnperor 1\laxin1Ïn. He had 
,vorked several miracles, cast out evil spirits, healed the sick 
by his prayers, restored sight to the blind, and the po,ver of 
their lÍ1nbs to the lame. The Elllperor Constantine esteenled 
hÏ1n so highly, that he frequently invited hinl to go to his 
palace, and devoutly kissed the socket of the eye ,vhich he 
hadlost. 2 
The second ,vas SpÏI'idion of Cyprus, 'v ho fronl a shepherd 
becalne a bishop, continued to tend his flocks, and l1lade him- 
self falnous by his nliracles and prophecies. One night, ,vhen 
l'obbers entered his fold, th3Y were detained there by invisible 
1 Cf. :Thlöhler, Atlwnas. i. 229 2 Rufin. i. 4 (x. 4). 
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bonds, and not till the next morning did the aged shepherd 
perceive the men ,vho had been miraculously nlade prisoners. 
lIe set them free by his prayer, and presented thenl 'wit.h a 
ram, in order that they might not have had useless trouble. 
Another time he compelled his daught.er Irene, after she ,vas 
buried, to speak to him from her ton1 b, and tell him 'v here she ' 
had placed a deposit 'which a merchant had entrusted to him; 
and she gave, in fact, the required information. Such is the 
account given by Rufinus,l who is follo,ved by Socrates 2 and 
Gelasius. 3 


SEC. 32. lJebates 
()ith the Eusebians. The ÓJ1-00VulO\). 
Athanasius gives us some details respecting the intervent.ion 
of a third party, known under the name of Eusebians. It ,vas 
composed, at the tinle of the Council, of about t,velve or fifteen 
bishops,4 the chief of 'VhOlll ,vas Eusebius of Nicomedia, ,vho 
gave them his name. Theodoree says of them: "Theyatten1pted 
to conceal their impiety, and only secretly favoured the blas- 
phemies of Arius." Eusebius of Cæsarea often sided ,vith them, 
although he ,vas rather more adverse to Arianism than the 
Eusebians, and stood nearer to the orthodox doctrine. If \ve 
\vished to employ expressions in use in reference to modern 
parties and assemblies, we should say: At Nicæa the orthodo"C 
bishops formed, with Athanasius and his friends, the right; 
Arius and some of his friends the left; \vhilst the left centre 
,vas occupied by the Eusebians, and the Tight centre by Euse- 
bius of Cæsarea. 6 
Athanasius 7 tells us that" the Eusebian intermediate party 
,vas very plainly invited by the Nicene Fathers to explain their 
opinions, and to give religious reasons for them. But hardly 
had they commenced speaking ,vhen the bishops 'v ere con- 
1 i. 4, 5. 2 i. 11, 12. 3 ii. 9-11. 
4 That is the number, after deducting from the eighteen to twenty-two origi- 
nal friends of Arius (see above, p. 277) those who were decidedly and com- 
pletely on his side. 
5 i. 7. 
6 A more thorough examination of the doctrinal position of Eusebius will be 
found below, 'sec. 46. 
7 Athan. de decretis Syn. Nic. c. 3. It is evident from the close of c. 2, 
that Athanasius is speaking here generally of the Eusebians, and not of the 
Arians. Cf. c. 4, 5, .18, and Ep. ad Afros, c. 5. 
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vincec1 of their heterodoxy," so strongly was their tendency to 
Arianis111 manifested. Theodoret 1 probably alludes to this fact 
,vhen he quotes fronl a pamphlet by Eustathius of Antioch, 
that the Arians, "rho ,vere expressly called Eusebians in the 
eighth chapter, laid before the Synod a Creed compiled by 
Eusebius, but that this Creed was rejected ,vith great marks of 
dissatisfaction, as tainted ,vith heresy. We kno,v that Vale- 
sius, in his notes upon Theodoret,2 advances the opinion that 
the Creed in question ,vas conlpiled, not by Eusebius of Nico- 
nledia, but by Eusebius of Cæsarea; but we shall see further 
on, that the historian submitted to the Council quite another 
Creed, ,vhich has been higlùy commended, and ,vhich would 
certainly neither have nlerited nor provoked such strong dis- 
satisfaction from the bishops. Moreover, S. Ambrose says 
expressly, that Eusebius of Niconledia Sublllitted a heterodox 
'wTiting to the Council. 3 
\Vhen the Eusebians sa,v that the Synod were determined 
to reject the principal expressions invented by the Arians,- 
viz.: the Son is È
 oÌJ/(' 8VTCJJV, a KTlap,a and 7T'ol7JfLa; that He 
is susceptible of change (TPE7T"T1J') <þÙcrEClJ')) and 
v ÓTE OVK 
v, 
-they tried to bring it about that in their place biblical 
expressions should be selected to define the doctrine of the 
Church, in the hope that these expressions ,vould be suffi- 
ciently vague and general to allow another interpretation ,vhich 
n1Ïght be favolITable to their doctrine. Athanasius, ,yho relates 
this fact,4 does not say precisely that the Eusebians proposed 
these biblical expressions, but that they ,vould have rejoiced 
in them. Ho,vever, if ,ve consider their habitual conduct, and 
their continual and oft-repeated conlplaint that an un biblical 
expression had been selected at Nicæa, ,ye can hardly be ,vrong 
in supposing that they actually suggested the use of expressions 
dra,yn from the Bible. The Fathers sho,ved thclnselves dis- 
posed to accept such., and to say, "The Logos is from God, È/C 
TOÛ BEOÛ" (instead of "out of nothing," as the Arians ,vanted 
it); the Eusebians 5 consulted together, and said, "We are ,villing 


1 i. 7, 8. 2 i. 7, 8. 3 Am bros. de Fide, lib. iii. c. 7. 
4, Epist. ad Afros, c. 5; Opp. t. i. 2, p. 715, ed. Patav. 
6 Athanasius here distinguishes clearly between the Arians and Eusebians, 
and speaks first of the termini. teclmici of the former, and of the sophistries of 
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to accept the formula; for all is from God, ,ve. and all crea- 
tures, as says the apostle."l When the bishops found out this 
falseness and ambiguity, they wished to explain more exactly 
the ,vords "of God," and added (in their Creed), "The Son 
is of the substance of God (È" TijÇ; ovutaç; TOV BEOÐ);" and 
they could no longer pretend to misund erst and this. The 
bishops ,vent on, and said further, " The Logos is the virtue 
of God, the eternal image of the Father, perfectly like to the 
Father, inlillutable and trne God;" but they remarked that the 
Eusebians exchanged signs amongst thelnselves, to notify that 
they agreed ,vith these expressions: for in the Bible man is 
also called an image of God, the "Ünage and glory of God ;" 2 
even the locusts are called a "power of God.,,3 The term im- 
mutable applies alike to n1an; for S. Paul says, " Nothing can 
separate us from the love of Christ;" 4 and even the attribute 
of eternal may be applied to man, as we see it in S. Paul. 5 
In order to exclude this dishonest exegesis, and to express 
themselves more clearly (XEUKÓTEpOV), the bishops chose, in- 
stead of the biblical expressions, the term Ó/LOO-ÚUlOÇ; (that is, 
of the sanle substance, or consubstantial).6 By this expres- 
sion they nleant, " that the Son is not only like to the Father, 
but that, as His image, He is the same as the Father; that 
He is of the Father; and that the resemblance of the Son to 
the Father, and His immutability, are different from ours: for 
in us they are something acquired, and arise from our ful:B.lling 


the latter (in trying to give their own meaning to the words l" e
oû)
 It is 
therefore quite incorrect in Neander (Ch. Hist. vol. iv.) to say: "Athanasius, 
in his Ep. ad Afros, preserves many important circumstances bearing upon 
the inner history of the Council; but he misses the true state of the case in 
remarking only two parties in the Council, declared Arians, and partisans of 
the doctrine of consubstantiality." But even 
Iöhler (Atllan. i. 231) is mis- 
taken when he refers to the Arians (properly so caned) that ,vhich Athanasius 
says in the passage mentioned concerning the Eusebians (with reference to ì" 
e
o'ù). Athanasius makes a clear distinction between the Arians and Eusebians. 
1 1 Cor. viii. 6 ; 2 Cor. v. 17. 2 1 Cor. xi. 7. 
3 In the LXX. ;, 
ÚI/{q.tI; (-'Of) (E. V. "my great army").-ED. 
4 Rom. viii. 35 (E. Y. "\Vho shall separate us from the love Qf Christ 
 "). 
Cf. vel's. 38, 39.-ED. 
52 Cor. iv. 11. [The word employed is "d.] See Athanas. de decretis Syn. 
Nic. c. 20, t. i. p. 177 ; amI Ep. ad Afros, c. 5, t. i. 2, p. 715_ ed. Patav. 
6 For a defence of this expression, cf. Nat. Alexander, H. E. t. iv. Diss. xiv. 
p. 368 sqq., eù. Venct. 1778. 



288 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


the divine cOlnn1ands. Moreover, they 'wished to indicate by 
this, that His generation is different froIll that of hun1an 
nature; that the Son is not only like to the Father, but in- 
separable from the substance of the Father; that He and the 
Father are one and the same, as the Son Himself said: " The 
Logos is al\yays in the Father, and the Father ahvays in the 
Logos, as the sun and its splendour are inseparable."l 
Athanasius speaks also of the internal divisions of the 
Eusebians, and of the discussions 'which arose in the n1Ïdst of 
them, in consequence of which some completely kept silence, 
thereby confessing that they \vere ashanled of their errors. 2 
As they began nlore clearly to foresee that Ari.anislll \yolùd be 
condelllned, the Eusebians gre"w colder in its defence; and the 
fear of losing their offices and dignities so influenced then1, 
that they ended by nearly all subscribing to the Óp.,OOVULO() 
and the entire Nicene fonllula. 3 Eusebius of Niconledia, in 
particular, proved himself very feeble and destitute of cha=- 
racter; so much so, that even the Emperor, before and after- 
wards his protector, publicly reproaclled him for his co\vardice, 
in a letter \vhich we still possess, and related ho\v Eusebius 
had personally and through others entreated hÜn to forgive 
him, and allo\v him to remain in his of-.fice. 4 
SEC. 33.-The a1
ced of E
(;scbi1lS of Cæsa1
ca. 
Euse bius of Cæsarea made a last attelnpt to \veaken the 
strong expression Óf1-00VUlO(), and the force of the stringently 
defined doctrine of the Logos. He laid before the Council the 
sketch of a Creed compiled by himself, \vhich \vas read in the 
presence of the EInperor, and prol)osed for adoption by the 
asseIllbly. After a short introduction, the Creed \vas con- 
ceived in these \vords: (( We believe in one only God, Father 
Almighty, Creator of things visible and invisible; and in the 
Lord Jesus Christ, for He is the Logos of God, God of God, 
Light of Light, life of life, His only Son, the first-born of all 
creatures, begotten. of the Father before all time, by \vhom also 


1 At11anas. de decret. Syn. Nic. c. 20, pp. 177, 178 ; and 1tlöhlcr, Athanas. 
i. 232. 
2 Athanas. de decret. Sun. l'lic. c. 3, p. 165. 3 Athan. l.c. 
. "Thcoù.oret, i. 20. 
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everything ,yas created, who became flesh for our redemption, 
,vho lived and suffered amongst nlen, rose again the third day, 
returned to the Father. and will conle again one day in His 
glory to judge the living and the dead. 'Ve believe also in 
the Holy Ghost. \Ve believe that each of these three is and 
subsists: the }"ather truly as Father, the Son truly as Son, 
the Holy Ghost truly as Holy Ghost; as our Lord also said, 
,yhen He sent His disciples to preach: Go and teach all 
nations, and baptize theIl1 in the nal1le of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." Eusebius added, that this 
,vas his true belief; that he ahvays had believed thus; that 
he ahvays ,,"'ould believe it, and anathematize every heresy.l 
He relates, that after the reading of this fornlula nobody arose 
to contradict hinl; that, on the contrary, the Emperor praised 
it very highly, declared that he thus believed, exhorted every- 
body to accept the Creed and to sign it, only adding to it the 
'word ófloovuWç;.2 The Emperor, he adds, himself explained 
this' "
ord ÓflOOVUlOÇ; more exactly: he said it did not signify 
that there ,vas in God a corporeal substance, nor that the 
divine substance was divided (bet,veen the Father and the 
Son), and rent bet\veen several persons;3 for material relations 
cannot be attributed to a purely spiritual being. 4 
After these 'words of the Emperor, says Eusebius, the bishops 
might have added the ,yord ÓflooVUWÇ;, and given to the Creed 
that fornl in 'which it might be universally adopted, to the 
exclusion of every other. 
It is possible, indeed, that the Council may have taken the 
formula of Eusebius as the basis of its o"\vn; at least the com- 
parison of the t,vo Creeds speaks in favour of that hypothesis; 
but even if this ,vere so, it is not the less true that they 
differ considerably and essentially: the ,vord ÓJLOOVUlOr:; is the 


1 The letter of Eusebius to his Churc}1, in which this creed is contained, is 
found in Athanasius, de dec. Syn. Nic., in the Appenù. p. 187 sq., and 
n 
Theodoret, i. 12. 
2 Möhler (Athanas. i. 237) has misunderstood the words of Eusebius, in sup- 
posing lJim to say that the Emperor approvell th{' formula of Eusebius, but yet 
exhortcll them all to subscribe, not this, but the Nicene formula. 
3 See above, p. 244. 
4 In the lettcr of Eusebius, named above, Athan. l.c. n. 4, p. 188; Thcodorct, 
i. 12 ; Socrat. i. 8. 


x 
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principal point, and moreover it is not correct to say tnat the 
Nicene Fathers added no more than this ,vord to the Eusebian 
formula. The Arians would perhaps have been able to admit 
this Creed, ,vhilst that of Nicæa left them no subterfuge. It 
is besides evident that in his account of the ll1atter Eusebius 
has not spoken the ,vhole truth, and his account itself explains 
,vhy he has not done so. In fact, when they presented the 
Nicene Creed to him to sign, he begged a moment for re- 
flection, and then signed it / and then feared, as having 
hitherto been a protector of Arianism, that he ,vould be blamed 
for having given his signature. It ,vas in order to explain 
this conduct that he addressed a circular letter to his Church, 
in ,vhich he related 'what ,ve have just borro,ved from hÜn, 
-nanlely, the Creed he had proposed, its acceptation by the 
Emperor, etc. After having transcribed the Nicene Creed in 
-extenso, ,vith the anathemas 'which are attached to it, he con- 
tinues, in order to excuse hiu1self: "When the bishops pro- 
posed this forn1ula to me, I did not ,vish to consent to it 
')
fore having minutely examined in what sense they had taken 
the expressions ÈK T1]
 ovula
 and ÓP.OOVUlO
. After several 
questions and ans'wers, they declared that the ,vords ÈK TOV 
7raTpÓr; did not inlply that the Son was a part of the Father; 
and that appeared to me to correspond ,vith the true doctrine, 
,vhich proclaims that the Son is of the Father, but not a 
part of His substance. For the sake of peace, and in order 
not to depart from the right doctrine, I 'would not resist the 
word óp.oovulOr;. It is for the same reason that I admitted the 
formula, C He is begotten, and not created,' after they had ex- 
plained to me that the ,yord c?'catecl designates in general all 
other things created by the Son, and ,vith ,vhich the Son has 
nothing in comnlon. He is not a 7T'ot7Jfla, He is not sin1Îlar 
to things created by Hin1self; but He is of a better substance 
than all creatures: His substance is, according to the teach- 
ing of the Scriptures, begotten of the Father; but the nature 
of this generation is inexplicable and incomprehensible to the 
creature." " As to the ,vord ÓfLOOVUlO't," Eusebius continues, 
" it is supposed that the Son is Ófloovulor; ,vith the Father, not 
after the nlanner of bodies and nlortal beings (S'wa 2), nor in 
1 Socrat. i. 8. 2 That is, not as a man, e.g., is 
(.t()()trTl()' with his parents. 
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such a ,yay that the substance and po,ver of the Father are 
divided and rent, or transformed in any ,vay; for all that is 
iInpossible ,vith a nature not begotten of the Father (à1
v1}TO
 
cþv(nc;). The ,yord Ófl-OOÚUlOc; expresses that the Son has no 
l'esemblance ,vith the creatures, but is like in all things to the 
Father who has begotten Him, and that He is of no other 
hypostasis or substance (ovu{a) than that of the Father. I 
have agreed to this explanation, as I kno,v that some ancient 
bishops and celebrated writers have also made use of the ,vord 
ófloovUWc;.l After these explanations as to the meaning of 
the Nicene formula, which were supplied in the presence of 
the Emperor, we have all given our assent, and we have found 
nothing unacceptable in the anathema attached to the Creed, 
seeing that it prohibits expressions ,vhich are not found in 
Holy Scripture. In particular, it has seemed to me quite 
l'ight to anathematize the expression,' He was not before He 
,vas begotten;' for, according to the universal doctrine, the 
Son of God ,vas before His corporeal birth, as the Emperor 
himself affirmed: by His divine birth He is before all eternity; 
and before being begotten de facto (Èvep1E1q,) by the Holy 
Ghost of J\Iary, He ,vas lCaTà övVafl-lV in the Father."2 
These last ,vords certainly do no honour to the character of 
Eusebius. He must have kno,vn that the Arians did not hold 
,vhat he attributed to them,-namely, that the Son ,vas not 
before His appearance in the flesh (by Mary); for the Arian ex- 
pression OÙK :Jjv wpò TOV ryevv1}Bijval (He was not before He was 
begotten) refers evidently to the generation of the Son by thë 
Father-a generation anterior to time-and not to His genera- 


1 Eusebius probably has here in view Origen's Dial. c. )JIm'c., and probably 
still more Dionysius the Great of Alexandria (in Ath. de dee. Syn. Nie. c. 25) 
and Gregory Thaumat. (de Fide, c. 2). Cf. Suicer, Thesaurus, s. v. 
fLOOÚI1IO
. The 
Arians found fault with the word 
{.t. that it was not in the Holy Scriptures. In 
opposition to them, Athanasius defended it (de dee. Syn. Nic. c. 21) ; and Neander 
remarks (Ch. llist. vol iv.): "The defenders of the H omoousion could say, It 
Was not necessary to make use of merely scriptural expressions, but to teach 
Bible doctrine, although, in other words, new circumstances might render new 
forms of expression necessary for the development and defence of biblical truth, 
and the fear of unbiblical expressions might serve to hinder the refutation of 
doctrines which were un1)iblical in their essence and spirit." 
2 Eusebii Ep. in Ath. at the end of his book, de dec. Syn. 1Vic.; and Theo- 
doret, l.e. Socrat. l.e. has omitted this passage. 
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tion in tin1e by the Holy Ghost in tho \yo1l1b of the 'Tirgin 
1\lary, as Eusebius sophistically suggests. He 111Ust have 
kno.wn, besides, in v{hat sense the Council rejected the oìJl
 ';jv 
7ïpÒ 7"OV ryEVV1}Bijvat: he had recourse, ho,vever, to a dishonest 
artifice, giving another meaning to ",-ords perfectly clear in the 
Arian system, and attributing a gross folly to the old friends 
he had forsaken. 
S. Athanasius has already remarked upon this;l and it is 
astonishing, after that (not to speak of other \vriters), that 
even :ThIöhler has overlooked the fact. 2 But on the other side 
l\föhler 3 has \vith justice pointed out v;ith \vhat partiality Euse- 
bius every\vhere puts for\vard the E111perOr's intervention, as 
if the Nicene Creed had been his ,vork, and not the bishops'. 
According to his account, one should inlagine that the Em- 
peror hindered free discussion by his presence, .whilst S. 
Alnbrose and S. Athanasius both assure us of the contrary.4 
The latter particularly asserts: "All the Nicene bishops con- 
demned this heresy; . . . and th8Y ,v ere not constrained to 
this by anybody, but they quite voluntarily vindicated the 
truth as they ought."5 
The zeal displayed by the Enlperor Constantine for the 
ÓfLoovu(,or;;, and of ,vhich he gave proofs by the deposition of 
the Arians, contrasts strongly \vith the manner in ,vhich he 
regards the controversy at the beginning, and \yhich he ex- 
pressed before the Synod in his letter to Alexander Bishop of 
Alexandria, and to Arius. G Constantine had been at that 
time, according to all appearance, under the influence of the 
bishop oÏ his residence, Eusebius of Nicomedia, so much the 
more as he ,vas only a laynlan, and in fact only a catechu- 
men hinlself. But during the Council Hosins 7 doubtless 
helped him to understand the question more thoroughly, and 
the subterfuges of the Arial1s certainly also contributed to 
give the Enlperor a strong aversion to a cause ,vhich ,vas 
defended by such evil 111eans. 
1 De decret. Syn. ].."Tic. c. 3. 2 :Möh1er, Atlwna.
. i. 23Î. 3 I.c. 235. 
'\I Ambros. Ep. 13; Athan. Ep. ad Episc. 
E!Jypli et Libyæ (in the old edd. 
given errolleous1y as Grat. i. c. A'rian.), c. 13, p. 223, t. i. ed.- Pat. 
IS Oûx. àváy
" ðÈ 'T'Ù
 ,,(íva.II'ra.
 iiysv 19fì .-roü<õo, àÀÀà 'It''tXv'rs; 'It''pDa.lpSI1U 'TnJl ùÀ6hl(l,' 
i


/
ou\l. II;9fo/r,,,a.u/ ðS 'Toü..o ðuta.ílll; 
lZì òp
;;; (t. c.). 
6 See above, p. 260. '1 cr. N call1Ier, l.c. 
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SEC. 34. The Nicenc Orcal. 
Tillemont,l relying upon a passage of S. Athanasius,2 has 
thought he might venture to attribute to Bishop Rosius the 
greatest influence in the drawing up of the Nicene Creed. 
But the assertion of S.' Athanasius applies only to the part 
taken by Rosius in the development of the faith of Nicæa: 
he does not speak in any way of a special authorship in the 
cOlnpilation of the fonnula of Nicæa. It is the same with 
the expression of S. Hilary: ÆtJus igit
tr in tÙnandæ c1tnctis 
fidei, Athanasius in Nicæna synodo diaconus, 1"c7wrncns a1wtor 
exstite r rat. 3 Here also only the great influence ,vhich S. Atha- 
nasius had in the deliberations of the Nicene Council is spoken 
of; but it is not said that he gave the idea of the Creed. 
We know, in fine, froln S. Basil,4 that Hermogenes, then a 
deacon, subsequently Bishop of Cæsarea in Cappadocia, acted 
as secretary to the Synod, and that he wrote and read the 
Creed. 
This Creed, the result of long deliberations, n1any struggles, 
and scrupulous examination, as the Emperor 5 himself said, 
has been preserved to us, ,vith the anathema which ,vas affixed 
to it, by Eusebius, in a letter which he wrote to his Church, 
and ,vhich ,ve have mentioned above: also by Socrates,6 Gela- 
sius,7 and others. It is as follo,vs: 
II , , pI e ' II , I , 
UYTEVO/1ÆV E/S Eva ,., EOV aTEpa '1TaVTOKpaTopa, waVTlOV 
r,.. , , I I \' pI TT I ' 1 ,.. 
opaTWV TE Kat- aopaTWV 7T'OI/l}T1}V' Kat- H
 Eva 

VpWV 1}G"O'VV 
X ' , IV' ., ,.. e ,.. e I , ,.. n ' 
piG"TOV TOV .J. tOV TOU ,., EOU, ryEVV1} EVTa EK TOU aTpo
 fLOVO- 
,.. I ,,.. , I ,.. n ' e ' , e ,.. cþ ,.. 
ryOV'YJ, TOVTf.G"TtV EK TT}
 OVG"La
 TOU aTpo
,'" fOV EK ... EOU, W
 
, r1, , 1.:\' '", e ' , e """, e ,.. e I , 
EK 'fWTO
, ÖEOV al\.'l} OIOV EK ... EOU al\.'l} tvou, ryEVV'l} EVTa, OV 7TOt'fJ- 
e ' ., ,.. n ,
, ... , , " " 
EVTa, OfLOOVG"WV TCf aTpL, vt- OU 'fa 7T'aVTa EryEVETO, Ta TE EV 
,.., ,.. , " ,.. ,.. ,
,.,.. " e I , 
TCf ovpavCf Kat- Ta EV TV "IV' TOV vt '1]fla
 TOV
 av pW7T'OV
 Kat 

, , · I I Àe ' , e I , 
vta T1}V 'l]fLETEpav u(J)T'fJplav KaTE OVTa Kat- uapKW EVTa, Evav- 
e I e ' " , ,.. I r' , 
pW7T'1}uaVTa, 7T'a OVTa Kat- avaûTaVTa T?J TpLT'[) 'l}fLEpq-, aVEÀ- 
e I " , ", ,.. J':"" , I 
OVTa H
 ovpavov
.1 Kat EPXOfLEVOV Kpwat- 
WVTa
 Kat- VEKpOV
. 
1 l.c. p. 280 b. 
2 In his IIist. ATianoru1n ad }.[onaclws, c. 42, Athallasius says: OU'7D; ill 
"K1?.u;Cf '7;";0''7111 È

ds:r(). 
3 Hilar. Pictav. Fragm. ii. c. 33, p. 1306, eel. Belleù. 1693. 
4 Basil. 319; Tillemont, p. 280 b. 
:s In Socrat. i. 9, p. 30 ell. Mag. 6 i. 8. 1 ii. 26, 35. 
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K ' , \ " A II ,.. T \ 
'''\.' 
 'r' , 
at- H')' TO rywv VEVf1a. OV
 OE I\.E"/OVTar;;, 'J]V 7rOTE OTe OV" 

 ,\ e ,.. , II;' \ rl , t: ,,, , , " 
'f}V, Kat- 7Tpt-V ryEV1J1} 1]Vat OUK 'J]V, Kat- OTt- Eç OUIC OVTCiJV E",EVETO, 11 
, t: r' r , ,\" cþ , ';' ,\ \ ,\ 
Eç ETEpa
 V7TOaTaUECiJr;; 'ì] OVULar;; aUKOVTa
 H1 J at, 'ì] ICTLUTOV 'iJ 
\ ,\ , '\. "\. \ \ IV' t\ ,.. e ,.. , e '
 r 
TpE7rTOV 1] a/\,I\.OlCiJTOV TOV .J. lOV TOU ... EOV, ava EJLaT{'':,H 'r} Ka- 
eO^'tK
 ' EKKÀEU{a.1 
" 'Ve believe in one GOD, the Father Ahnighty, Creator of 
all things visible and invisible; and in one Lord JESUS Christ,. 
the Son of GOD, only-begotten of the Father, that is, of the 
substance of the Father, GOD of GOD, light of light, very GOD 
of very GOD, begotten, not made, being of the same substance 
with the Father, by 'Vh0111 all things ,vere made' in heaven 
and in earth, ,vho for us Inen and for our salvation came 
do,vn froln heaven, ,vas incarnate, was lllade man, suffered, 
rose again the third day, ascended into the heavens, and He 
,vill C0111e to judge the living and the dead. And in the 
Holy Ghost. Those ",-rho say, There ,vas a tÏ1ne ,vhell He 
was not, and He ,vas not before He ,vas begotten, and He ,v
s 


1 'Ye give here the text of the Creed as it is found in the letter of Eusebius of 
Cæsarea to his Church (in Athan. de decret. Syn. l-t"?ìc. Append. ; Opp. t. i. p
 
188, ed. Pat.). Athanasius gives this text, with some slight and unimportant 
val'iations, in his letter ad Jovianum impel'at. c. 3 (Opp. t. i. 2, p. 623). I t is 
also found in Theoùoret, Hist. Eccl. i. 12; Socrat. i. 8; Gelasius, ii. 35; in the 
Acts of the <Ecumenical Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon, and e15ewhere. 
Sozomen, however (i. 20), from a regard to the discipline of the Arcana, woulcl 
not transmit the N icene Creed to us. A careful comparison of all these texts 
has been made by ,Valch, Bib. SY1hbol. p. 75 sqq. 
Iore recently August Hahn 
(Biblioth. der Symbole, 1842) has published such a comparison, but not, as he 
erroneously asserts, with the text from the Eusebian letter as its basis, but from 
the copy in Ath. Epist. ad Joviamtm. An ancient Coptic translation of this 
Creeù, or rather two fragments of it, were discovered 1)y the renowned Zoëga (see 
above, "p. 265) half a century ago, and published by Pitra in the Spicilegium 
Solesmense (Paris 1852, t. i. p. 513 sqq. N. I. II.). On the erroneous view of 
Valla, that the Synod of Nicæa also drew up the so-called Apostles' Greed, 
cf. Ittig, l. c. p. 44. In the 7th yol. of the Scrip. Vet. Nova Gollectio of Angelo 

Iai, p. 162, there is a Creed saiù to have been offered at Nicæa in opposition 
to Paul of Samosata, but which is evidently directed against the N estorians 
and 
Iollophysites, and consequently is of later origin, and belongs to the periocl 
of the christological controversies. Finally, Zoëga and Pitra (l.c. pp. 523-525) 
have published an ancient Coptic fragment (N. III.) which professes to contain 
Sententias Synodi Nicenæ, but which sets forth not only the principal points of 
the Nicene doctrine, but also speaks of the freedo7n of the human 'Will. This 
fragment has no claim to proceed from the Nicene Synod, but is elaborated by 
a more recent writer, who wished to put together the principal points of the 
Nicene doctrine, and generally of the orthodox faith. 
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made of nothing (He ,vas created), or w110 say tl1at He is of 
another hypostasis, or of another substance (than the Father 1 ), 
or that the Son of God is created, that He is lTIutable, or 
subject to change, the Catholic Church "anathematizes." 
All the bishops, ,vith the exception of five, declared them- 
selves ready imnlediately to subscribe to this Creed, under the 
conviction that the fornlula contained the ancient faith of the 
apostolic Church. This ,vas so clear, that even the N ovatian 
bishop Acesius, although separated frolll the Church on points 
of discipline, gave ,vitness to its dogmatic truth, and adopted 
the Creed unconditionally, saying, "The Council has intro- 
duced nothing ne,v in this act, 0 Emperor; this has been the 
universal belief since apostolic times."2 The five bishops 
,vho at first refused to sign were: Eusebius of Nicomedia, 
Theognis of Nicæa, l\laris of Chalcedon, Theonas of l\1ar- 
marica, l\.nd Secundus of Ptolemais. They even ridiculed the 
tenll óf1-ooúuwr;;, .which could only refer, they said, to sub- 
stances enlanating frolll other substances, or ,vhich came into 
existence by division, separation, and the like. 3 In the end, 
ho-wever, all signed except Theonas and Secundus, ,vho ,vere 
anathematized together ,vith Arius and his ,vritings. 4 They 
were also excommunicated. 5 But a writer on their o,vn side, 
Philostorgius, says that these three bishops did not act honestly 
in their subscription; for he relates that, by the advice of the 
Emperor, they ,vrote, instead of Óf1-00ÚUlO'), the word Óf1-0WÚUW
 
(sÍ1nila1
 in substance, instead of one in substance), ,vhich has 
alnlost the same sound and orthography.6 We see, indeed, 
from the beginning that the signatures of these three bishops 
were not considered sincere; for Bishop Secundus, ,vhen he 


1 That is, "not of one substance with the Father." The Nicene Creed still 
uses the expressions OÙ("/u and Ú'7J'Ó(l''TU(l'I
 as identical. 
2 80cr. i. 10; 80z. i. 22; Gelas. ii. 29. 
3 8ocrat. i. 8. On Luther's repugnance to the word 
p,OOÚ(l'IO;, cf. Ittig, 
l.c. p. 47. 
4 80z. i. 21. 
[) 80z. i. 9; Theod. i. 7, 8. S. Jerome maintains erroneonsly (Dial. conl1'a 
L1.lcifenlm, c. 7) that Arius recanteù, and adopted the ÓP.OOÚ'fIO
. He rrobably 
confuses the 8)Tnod of Nicæa with a later one at Jerusalem, or the presbyter 
Arius with the deacon of the same name. cr. 'Valch, ](etzerh. ii. 480 ; 8chröckh,. 
KiI'cheng. Thl. v. S. 350. 
6 Philostorg. Fragmenta, i. 8, at the end of Valesins' ed. of Evagrius. 
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,yas exiled, said to Eusebius of Nico111edia: "Thou hast sub- 
scribed in order not to be banished; but I hope the year 'will 
not pass a,vay before thou shalt have the saIne lot."l 


SEC. 35. The Signatu'res. 
It appears that, at the time of S. Epiphanius Ceil'. 400), 
the signatures of all the 318 bishops present at Nicæa still 
existed. 2 But, in our o,vn tÌIne, ,ve have only imperfect lists 
of these signatures, disfigured by errors of copyists, differing 
frolll each other, and containing the names of only 228 
bishops. l\ioreover, the nanles of several bishops are onlitted 
in ,these lists \VhOnl 'we kno\v to ha.ve been present at Nicæa; 
fòr instance, those of Spiridion and Paphnutius. The name 
even of l\iarcellus of Ancyra is inaccurately given as Pan- 
charius of Ancyra. 3 But in spite of these faults of detail, 
the lists nlay he regarded as generally authentic. They are, 
it is true, in Latin, but they bear evident traces of translation 
from the Greek. What proves their antiquity still more, is 
the circulnstance that the melnbers of the Council are grouped 
in them by provinces, as in other ancient Synods; for in- 
stance, at those of ArIes and Chalcedon. That, ho-weyer, 
\vhich is of greatest Ï1nportance, is the fact that the provinces 
n
llned in these lists perfectly agree \vith their political divi- 
sion at the tinle of the Nicene Council; and particularly that 
those provinces \vhose limits \vere assigned at a later period 
are not ll1entionecl The bishops of these countries (e.g. 
Euphratesia, Osrhoëne, etc.) are, on the contrary, classed quite 
correctly according to the llanles of the ancient provinces. 
. This is ,vhy the Ballerini have 'vith justice defended th
 
authenticity of the lists of signatures at the Nicene .Council 
. 
against some objections made by Tillenlont. 4 
Zoëga has discovered a ne\v list of this kind in an ancient 
Coptic Inanuscript, and Pitra published it in the SpicilcgÍlon 
Solcsnwnsc. 5 He has given not only the Coptic text, but by 
1 Philostorg. Fray. i. 9. 
 Epiphan. Hæres. 69. II. 
3 These lists are printed in all the best collections of the Councils, as l\Iansi, 
ii. 692 sqf}. 
4 lhllerini, de Antiq. Collect.
' in Galland. de Vetustis Canonum Collectioni- 
!Jus, i. 2;) 4:. 
á Paris 1852, i. 516 Sl)P. 
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conlparing it ,vith the Latin lists still extant he has nlade out 
a ne"\v list of Nicene bishops distributed equally in provinces,l 
and thus corrected and cOlllpleted the lists known up to the 
present tÌ1ne. 
Even before Zoëga, Selden 2 had given another list trans- 
lated from the Arabic, "\vhich nlunbers altogether 318 per- 
sons, but includes the nalnes of several priests, and frequently 
of many bishops, for one and the saIne town; so much so, 
that Labbe 3 and Tillemont 4 have decidedly rejected this list 
as apocryphal. Another shorter list, given by Labbe, and 
after him by l\fansi, does not belong at all to the Nicene 
Council, but to the sixth CEcunlenica1. 5 In fine, Gelasius 
gives the shortest list: it mentions only a fe,v bishops '17ho 
sign for all the ecclesiastical provinces. 6 


SEC. 36. Jrfeasures ta7æn by the En
pe1'or against the Arians. 
vVhen the fornlula of the Synod was laid before the 
Emperor, he looked upon it as inspired by God, as a revela- 
tion fronl the Holy Spirit dwelling in men so holy,7 and he 
threatened to banish anyone ,vho ,vould not sign it. 8 We 
have already seen the effect produced by these threats. But 
the Emperor fulfilled them ,,'ithout delay, and exiled to 
Illyria Arius and the two bishops Secundus and Theonas, 
who had refused to subscribe, as ,veil as the priests who ,vere 
attached to them. 9 At the same tÜne he ordered the books 
of Arius and his friends to be burned, and he threatened an 
who concealed them ,vith pain of death. He even ,vished to 
annihilate the name of Arians, and ordered them in future 
to be called Porphyrians, because Arius had imitated Porphyry 
in his ennlity to Christi,anity.l0 Subsequently Eusebius of 
Kicomedia and Theognis of Nicæa ,vere also deposed and 
banished, because, ,vhile admitting the Creed, they would not 
recognise the deposition of Arius, and had achnitted Arians 


1 P. 529 sqq. 2 Tillem. 355 b. 3 In :Mansi, ii. 6Ð6. 
4 l. c. 5 :Mansi, ii. 696 et 697, nota 7. 
6 Gelas. ii. 27, 36 ; :Mansi, ii. 882, 927. 7 Socrates, i. 9. 
8 Rufinus, H. E. i. 5 (x. 5). 
9 Philostorg. Supplern. 539, ed. Vales J\[ogunt. 1679; Sozom. i. 21; Sorr. i. 9. 
10 Cf. the letter of Constantine to the Bishops, etc.; Socrates, i. 9, p. 32, eel. 
:Mogunt. 
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amongst them.! At the saIlle time, the churches of Nicæa 
and Nicomedia were required by the Emperor to elect orthodox 
bishops in their place. The En1peror particularly blamed 
Eusebius of Nicomedia, not only for having taught error, 
but for having taken part in Licinius' persecution of the 
Christians, as ,vell as plotted intrigues against Constantine 
himself, and deceived him. 2 


SEC. 37. Decision of the Easter QUÆstion. 
The second object of the Nicene Council ,vas the renloval 
of the difficulties, ,vhich had existed up to that time, as to 
the celebration of the festival of Easter. The old contro- 
versy respecting Easter was great and violent; but almost 
greater and more violent still is that ,vhich has been raised 
among learned men of later tinles on the Paschal controversy, 
and on purely accessory questions belonging to it-for ex- 
ample, whether the Primate had gained or lost in this con- 
troversy-so that the true point of the controversy has been 
almost lost from sight. 
The first who ,vent most thoroughly into this question 
,vas the learned French Jesuit, Gabriel Daniel, in 1724. A 
German professor, Christopher Augustus Heun1ann, presented 
independently, almost at the same time, the result of his 
studies upon the Easter controyersy. l\iosheim examined 
the whole of this question ane,v, yet only,vith reference to 
the ,york of Daniel (he had not been able to lay his hand 
on Heumann's dissertation); and the greater nunlber of his 
successors accepted his conclusions, partictùarly 'Valch, in 
the first volume of his KctzcThistorie. 3 
The same question has been debated \\Tith a new interest 
in l110dern times, because of its relation to the criticism of 
the Gospels; and particularly by the Tübingen school, in the 
interest of its peculiar theories. But the best ,york published 
on this subject is that of Dean 'Veitzel, at the tin1e a deacon 
1 Theodor. i. 19, 
O ; Sozom. i. 21 ; Athanasii Apolog. contra Arianos, c. 7, 
p. 102, cd. Patav. 
2 Constantine's letter against Eusebius is found partly in Theodoret, Hist. 
Eccles. i. 20; complete in Gelas. iii. 2; in :Mansi, ii. 939; and Baron. ad. an. 
32Ð, 11. 13 sq. Ct'. the notes of Valesius on Theodoret, i. 20. 
3 S. 666 ff. 
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at Kircheim, under the title of Die c1
Tistl. Passafeie1
 der 
clrei ersten JahTkl{;nde1
te (The Christian Paschal Controversy 
of the Three First Centuries ).1 He has cleared up several 
poiuts ,vhich bad remained obscure through want of complete 
original information. 
By the use of these preparatory works, amongst ,vhich ,ve 
must
 mention the Dissertation of Rettberg, published in lIgen's 
Zeitsclw
ift fÜr hist01
ische T7
eologie (Gazette of Historical 
Theology),2 and by personally investigating ane,v the existing 
sources of original information, ,ve have arrived at the fol- 
lowing results :-As the Old Testament is the figure of the 
N e,v, Christians in all times have recognised in the paschal 
lan1b of the Jews the prototype of Christ, and His great 
expiatory sacrifice upon the cross. The Messianic passages 
in the Bible had already compaxed Christ to a lamb, and in 
the New Testament S. John the Baptist had explicitly called 
HÏ1n the Lamb of God;3 besldes ,vhich, the slaying of the 
Lamb upon the cross corresponded.. fully with the slaying of 
the J e,vish paschal lamb. The typical character of the Jewish 
paschal lamb ,vas so evident in the eyes of the ancient 
Christians, that the Apostle Paul 4 called our Lord Jesus 
Christ" our Passover (TD 7ráuXa 
f1-wv)."4 
All parties unanimously agreed, in the controversy which 
rose later about the celebration of Easter, that the festival 
itself had been instituted by the apostles. But the existence 
of this controversy proves that, if the apostles prescribed the 
cele brat ion of the festival of Easter, they did not determine 
ho,v it was to be celebrated, so that different practices arose 
in different countries. 
It is commonly supposed that there ,vere only t,vo separate 
ways of celebrating Easter-that of Asia Minor, and that of 
the West; but the most modern researches have established 
beyond doubt that there were three parties in these divisions, 
of ,vhich two ,vere in the Church herself, and a third be- 
longed to an heretical Ebionite sect. 
If we ,vould characterize these three in a general manner, 
we might say: The latter held, ,vith the continuance of the 
obligation of the ancient law in general, the validity of the 
1 Pforzheim 1848. 2 1832, Bù. 2. 3 S. John i. 36. 4, 1 Cor. v. 7. 



300 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


old legal passover: their festival then, properly speaking, was 
not Christian; it ,vas rather J e,vish. The t\VO other parties, 
both looking from a Christian point of view, believed in the 
abrogation of the ancient law, and their festival was purely 
Christian. In their opinion, the prototype-that is to say, 
the Je,vish Easter-had ceased, after having received its ac- 
complishment in Christ; whilst the Ebionites, or the third 
party, ,vlshed still to preserve the type and the typical feast. 
But the two parties ,vho regarded the matter equally frOln 
a Christian point of vie"T, differed on two points: (a) as to 
the time of the Easter festival, and (b) as to the fast. 
To the one, as to the other, Easter ,vas the great festival 
of Redemption by Christ. But the great dranla of Redelllp- 
tion had two particularly remarkable moments-the death 
and the reS1(;r1
ection of the Lord; and as the J e,vish feast 
lasted for several days, Christians also prolonged their Easter 
for several days, so as to conlprehend the t,vo great monlents 
of the work of redemption. Thus both sides celebrated (a) 
the day of death, and (ß) the day of resurrection. They 
,vere also agreed as to the time of the celebration of the 
festival, in so far as the t,vo parties ,yere agreed, to the 
greatest possible extent, as to the date of the death of Christ, 
and chose, as the first decisive point in deciding the festival, 
the 14th of Nisan, not because they regarded the J e,vish la,v 
as binding upon that point, but because Christ's Passion had 
actually commenced on that date; and thus they fornled 
their conclusions, not on legal, but on historical grounds. 
However, even with this C0111nl0n basis, divergences ,yere 
possible, in that some insisted upon the day of the weck
, and 
,vished specially to preserve the remenlbrance of that upon 
,vhich Christ had died,. and also that upon ,vhich He had 
risen again. These-and they were principally the 'Vesterns 
-consequently always celebrated the anniversary of the death 
of Christ upon a Friday, and the day of resurrection upon 
a Sunday, considering this custom as the àÀ1}e
(J"TEpa Tá
t
 
(truer order), in opposition to the J e,vish ordinance.! The 
others, on the contrary, belonging chiefly to Asia l\Iinor, in- 


1 See Constantine's letter upon the Nicene decrees, in Eusebius, Vitc
 Const. 
iii. 18. 
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sisted upon the day of the year and of the 'Jnonth, and vásIled 
above all to celebrate the l'elnembrance of the Lord's death 
exactly upon the day of the nlonth on ,vbich it happened, 
.which, according to them, ,vas the 14th Nisan. They be- 
lieved, as ,ve shall see hereafter-and the "'\tVesterns held the 
same opinion-that Christ had not partaken of the paschal 
lamb with His disciples in the last year of His life, but that 
on the 14th of t4e month Nisan, before the feast of the 
passover, He had' been crucified; 1 consequently they ,vished 
to celebrate the Saviour's death on the 14th Nisan, ,vhatever 
day of the ,veek it fell upon, even ,vere it not a Friday. 
Thus the first difference as to the tinle consisted in this, 
that the one considered above everything the day of the ,veek 
upon ,vhich Christ died, w'hilst the ethers attached the most 
inlportance to the day of the month or of the year. But the 
fornler did not neglect either the day of the month or of the 
year: ,vith them also the 14th Nisan (is' == 14) ,vas decisive; 
that is to say, they too regulated their festival according to 
the tS'. When the 14th Nisan fell upon a Friday, the t,vo 
parties ,vere agTeed about the time of the festival, because the 
day of the ,veek and of the nlonth coincided. But if, for 
example, the tS' fell upon a Tuesday, the Asiatics celebrated 
the death of Christ upon the Tuesday, and the Westerns on 
the follo,ving Friday; and if the tS' fell upon a Saturday, the 
Asiatics celebrated the death festival upon that Saturday, 
,vhilst the Westerns kept it still on the Friday follo,ving. 
All this it is needless to discuss; but one point is not cer- 
tain,-namely, ,vhether, ,vhen the tS' (and consequently their 
conlmemoration of the death) did not fall upon a Friday, but, 
for instance, on a 'Vednesday, the Asiatics celebrated the 
feast ef the resurrection the third day after the conlnlenlora- 
tion of the death-in this case on the Friday-or kept it on 
the Sunday. vVeitzel holds the latter opinion;2 but he has 
not been able to bring sufficient proofs in support of his 
decision. All depends here upon the sense given to the 'YOI'll'S 
of Eusebius: "The nlajority of bishops had (in the second 
century) decreed that the fLV(],T1]PWV T1}') (IC VEKpWV ùva(]'Tá(]'tw') 
1 See the c1etai1s which follow. 
:.i Cf. S. 103, 104, 112" 265. 



302 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


could be celebrated only on a Sunday." 1 Does he by fLVUT17PWV 
7'
') ÈK VEKp., etc., refer to the mystery of the resurrection 1 If 
so, it demonstrates that the feast of the resurrection had until 
then been celebrated upon other days. To escape this argu- 
ment, Weitzel takes fLVU7"/JptOI J in the sense of sacrament, that is 
to say, the reception of the holy comlnunion; and according to 
hin1, these bishops ordained the comlnunion of the resurrection 
to be received only on Sunday; ,vhilst previously the Asiatics 
had been satisfied to celebrate the feast of the resurrection on 
Sunday, but had been accustollled to conlmunicate on the day 
upon ,vhich the 14th Nisan fell. We should rather hold the 
opinion that it ,vas the feast of the resurrection 'v hich pre- 
viously had not been celebrated on Sunday. This question of 
the cOffilllunion leads us to the second point of difference be- 
t\veen the Asiatics and the Occidentals, that is to say, the fast. 
This divergency arose from the different ,yay of conceiving 
of the day of the death of Christ. The vVesterns considered 
it exclusively as a day of mourning: they looked upon it, so 
to speak, from the historical side, and "'"ere in the san1e state 
of nlÏnd as the disciples upon the day of the death of Christ, 
that is, in deepest sorro\v. The Orientals, on the contrary, 
rather considered this day, frolll its dogmatic or doctrinal side, 
as the day of redenlption; and for this reason it ,vas to thenl, 
not a day of llloluning, but of joy, dating from the 11loment 
,vhen Christ died, and had thus accolllplished the ,vork of 
redemption. Yet the hours of the day preceding the Inonlent 
of death "rere spent by them in 1110urning, in nlenlory of the 
Passion of Christ. They completed tIle fast at the moment of 
the death of Christ-three o'clock in the afternoon-and then 
they celebrated the feast of the communion, that is to say, the 
sacred rite of the feast, ,vith the solemn Agape (love-feast) and 
the óli7rvOV Kvplov (Supper of the Lord). The Occidentals, 
on the contrary, considering the ,vhole day as consecrated to 
mourning, continued the fast, a sign of 1110Urlling, and did not 
end it until the joyful lllorning of the resurrection. It ,vas 
upon this day that they celebrated the Easter conlnlunion,2 
and not upon the Saturday, as l\losheim has supposed. 
It is a secondary question, whether the Eastern Church 
1 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 
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ended their fast upon the 14th Nisan after the Easter com- 
ll1union, or recommenced it once more, and continued it to the 
day of the resurrection. The ,vords of Eusebius,l impartially 
considered, are favourable to the first opinion; for his È7rtÀvf.a-Ðat 
(to loose) and his È7r{ÀVUtç; (loosing) of the fast indicate rather 
a total completion than a sÌInple suspension. In spite of this, 
MosheÍln 2 has atten1pted to demonstrate, from a passage of 
S. Epiphanius,3 that the Audians,4 a degenerate branch of the 
Quartodecin1ans, of Asia Minor, fasted again after their Easter 
feast. But even if the Audians did in fact follow this custoln, 
it cannot from this be concluded that it was an universal Eastern 
custom. In the second place, Mosheim was the first to see in 
this passage ,vhat be ,vished to denlonstrate; and he mis- 
understood it, as ,ve sball see bereafter ,vben speaking of the 
sect of the A udians. 
This difference respecting the fast was not the only one. 
Not n1erely ,vas the day of the end of the fast not the san1e 
,vith the Eastern and Western Churches, but there was no 
perfect unifornllty in the manner (EÌðOÇ;) of fasting,5 and this 
difference ,vent back to tbe ren10test tÜnes. S. Irenæus indi- 
cates this in tbe fragment of his letter to Pope Victor, which 
Euse bius bas preserved: 6 "Some," says be, "fast only one 
day; others t,vo; others, again, several days." Then come 
tl b d t
, I 
, t I , 
lese 0 scure ,vor s, Ot Of. Tf.UUapaKOVTa wpaç; 'l}J1Æptva;; Tf. Kat 
, I,..., tl ,,, If 1 
VVKTf.ptVaç; UVfLfJÆ7pOVUt T'l}V 'l}f1Æpav aVTWV.. ,ve p ace a 
comn1a after Tf.uuapáKovTa, the sense is this: "Others fast 
forty hours, reckoning the hours of the day and night;" that 
is to say, they fast equally by day and night. Massuet has 
understood the passage in this ,yay? But if ,ve place no 
COlnma after T(üuapáKovTa, the sense is: "Others fast in all 
forty hours by day and night (perhaps the t,venty-four bours 


1 Euseb. v. 23. 
200m mentcl'J". de 'reùus Ckristianorum ante Oonst. ltf. p. 44l. 
3 Epiphan. JIæres. 70. II. 
4 See :ßlosheim, Olt. Rist. (l\Iurdock), b. ii. Pt. ii. c. 5, 
 23, n.-ED. 
5 Irenæus says (in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24): OÙ
g 'Yàp /J-óvov 9fEp} 'Tñ
 7;f'-épa,
 åD'd, 

 åf'-øl('ßn'7i(},I
, åÂÂà, xa,} '7I'Ep} 'TOU E

OtJ
 UÙ'TOÛ 'Tñ
 vn(},'Teía,
. 
6 v. 24. 
7 In the dissel'tations subjoined to his edition of S. Irenæus, t. ii. dissert. ii. 
art. 1, 23-28, :pp. 74-77. 
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of Good Friday and sixteen hours on Saturday)." Valesius 
and Böhmer defend this interpretation. Gieseler gives a third 
explanation. He proposes to read TV iJJ.L
PCf, or more exactly, 
uùv TV iJJ.LÉpq" instead of T
V iJJ.L
pav, and translates it thus: 
"Others reckon forty hours in all ,vith their day;" that is, 
they fast upon the day they consider as the passover, or the 
day of the death of Christ, and begin ,vith the death-hour 
(three hours after noon) a ne,v fast of forty hours until the 
resurrection. 1 'Ve do not think that such a lllodification of the 
text, ,vanting in all critical authority, can be justified; but 
,ve cannot absolutely decide between l\lassuet and Valesius, 
which is happily unnecessary for our principal purpose. 
S. Irenæus clearly says that the differences .in the manner 
of celebrating Easter ,vere then of no recent date-that they 
had also existed in the prin1itive Church. After Valesius' 
translation, S. Irenæus concludes that this difference ,vas the 
result of the negligence of the rulers C"paToúvTwV) of the 
Church; but l\Iassuet has proved that this translation ,vas 
incorrect, and denlonstrated that the expression KpaTf.îv does 
not here mean to rrule, but to 1naintain (a custoln), and that 
S. Irenæus intended to say, ",,,ho (our ancestors), it appears, 
have not sufficiently maintained the lllatter (7rapà TÒ àKptßfS 
KpaTovvTwV), and thus have bequeåthed to their descendants a 
custom which arose in all sinlplicity, and from 
gnorance."2 
'Vhat ,ve have just said plainly proves, that the two parties 
of ,vhom ,ve speak, the .....
siatic and 'Vestern Churches, were 
both perfectly established upon a Christian and ecclesiastical 
basis; for Easter ,vas a festival equally inlportant and sacred 
to both, and their difference had regard, not to the kernel of 
the matter, but to the shell. It ,vas other,vise, as ,ve have 
already indicated, ,vith the third party, ,vhich, fQr the sake of 
brevity, ,ve call the Ebionite or Judaic sect. 3 It had this in 
COllunon ,vith the Asiatic party, that it determined the cele- 
bration of Easter according to the day of the month or of the 
year (the tÔ'), ,vithout regard to the day of the ,veek. Con- 


I Gieseler, Ki'l'clwngesclt. 3te Aun. Ed. i. S. 197 f. note cc. [A translation is 
published by Clark of EllinlJUrgh.] 
2 Cf. Irenæi Opp. ed. 1\Iassuet, t. i. p. 340, note X., anJ t. ii. dissert. ii. 
 27, p. 76. 
3 They will be describcll at greater length below. 
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sequently there ,vere t,vo parties of Quartodecimans, if we take 
this expression in its more extended sense; that is to say, t,vo 
parties ,vho celebrated their Easter festival upon the 14th Nisan, 
who ,vere thus agreed in this external and chronological point, 
but ,vho differed toto cælo in regard to the essence of the nlatter. 
In fact, the Ebionite party started from the proposition, 
that the prescription of Easter in the Old Testament ,vas not 
abolished for Christians, and therefore that these ought, like 
the Jews, and in the saIne manner, to eat a paschal lanlb in 
a solenln feast on the 14th Nisan. This Jewish paschal 
banquet ,vas to theln the principal thing. But the other 
QuartodecÍ1nans, regarding the subject in a Christian light, 
maintained that the ancient paschal feast ,vas abolished-that 
the type existed no longer-that ,vhat it had prefigured, 
namely, the death of the Lamb upon the cross, had been 
realized,-and that therefore the Christian ShOlÙd celebrate, 
not the banquet, but the death of his Lord. l 
The difference between these t,vo parties therefore depends 
upon the question as to the perpetual obligatory force of the 
1\1:osaic law. The Ebionite Quartodecinlans accepted, ,vhile 
the orthodox denied this perpetuity; and consequently the latter 
celebrated not the J e,vish passover, but the day of the death 
of Christ. Both parties appealed to the Bible. The Ebionites 
said: Christ Hinlself celebrated the passover on the 14th 
Nisan; Christians, then, ought to celebrate it on that day, and 
in the same \vay. The orthodox QuartodecÍ1nans maintained, 
on the contrary, that Christ had not eaten the passover in 
the last year of His earthly life, but that He ,vas crucified 
on the 14th Nisan, before the tÍ1ne of the paschal feast com- 
menced; and that thus the 14th Nisan is the anniversary, 
not of the feast of the passover, but of the death of Christ. 2 
Eusebius 3 asserts that Asia was the honle of the Quarto- 
deciman party. But it is not quite clear \vhat he 11leans by 
Asia; since the ,vord signifies sOllletÍ1nes a quarter of the 


1 Cf. Chrcnicon Pascltale, ed. Dindorf, in the Collection of the Byzantines, 
Bonn, i. 10 ; and 'YÛtzel, l.c. S. 21. 
2 Cf. Fragments of S. Hippolytus, in the Clu'onicon Pascltale, eù. Dilldorf, 
i. 12 ; and "\Veitzel, S. 65 f. 
3 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 2,1. 
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,yorld, sometimes Asia l\finor, sometimes only a portion vf the 
latter,l Asia Proconsuiaris, of ,vhich Ephesus was the capital. 
Eusebius has not here taken the word Asia in any of these 
three acceptations: for (a) the Quartodeciman party had not 
its home either in the whole of Asia Minor or the .whole of 
Asia, since, as Eusebius himself says,2 Pontus (in Asia Minor), 
Palestine, and Osrhoëne follo,ved another practice; and, on 
the other side, (ß) it ,vas not confined to proconsular Asia, 
for 've find it also in Cilicia, Mesopotan1ia, and Syria, as S. 
Athanasius testifies. 3 S. Chr.rsostom says -even, that formerly 
it prevailed also at Antioch. 4 
But Eusebius points out his meaning more clearly in tl1e 
follo,ving chapter,5 where he classes an10ng the Quartodeci- 
ll1ans the Churches of Asia (proconsular), "and the neighbour- 
ing p1
ovinces." "\Ve shall see later, that there ,vere an10ngst 
these QuartodecÌ1nans in Asia J\linor, not only orthodox, but 
Ebionites, particularly at Laodicea. If the Quartodecimans in 
general fOrll1ed a Ininority alnong Christians,6 the Ebionites, 
as it appears, forn1ed but a small group in this n1inority. 
The great majority of Christians regulated the festival of 
Easter according to the day of the week, so that the resurrec- 
tion l1lÌght ahvays be celebrated on a Sunday, and the death 
of Christ ahvays on a Friday. According to Eusebius, this 
mode of celebration of the Easter festival ",vas observed by 
all other Churches throughout the ,vhole ,vorld, ,vith the ex- 
ception of Asia;" 7 and he particularly mentions Palestine, 
lloll1e, Pontus, France, Osrhoëne, Corinth, Phænicia, and Alex- 
andria. s The Elnperor Constantine the Great affirn1s that "all 
the Churches of the 'Vest, the South, and the North, had 
adopted this practice, particularly llolne, the .whole of Italy, 
Africa, Egypt, Spain, Gaul, Britain, Libya, Achaia (Greece); 


I See Trench, Notes on the Epistles to tlte Seven Churches of Asia.-ED. 
2 Euseb. v. 23. 
3 Ad Afros. Epist. c. 2, t. i. P. ii. p. 713, ed. Bened. Patav. ] 777. Constan- 
tine the Great says in El1seb. Vita Const. iii. 19, that Cilicia followed the prac- 
tice of the 'Yest. 
4 Oralio in fOS qui pasclta jej'llnant (Opp. cd. BB. t. i. p. 608, D. 3). 
I) Euseb. v. 24. 6 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 19 ; Hist. Eeel. v. 23. 
7 Vita Const. iii. 19 ; llist. Eecl. v. 23. 
s lIist. Eeet. v. 23, 25. 
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it had eyen been adopted in the dioceses of Asia, Pont us, and 
Cilicia."l This can be only partially true of Cilicia and Asia 
]'Iinor; for the latter ,vas quite the seat of the Quartodeci- 
mans, and S. Athanasius distinctly classes Cilicia amongst 
the Quartodeciman provinces. 2 
It follo\vs from ,vhat has been said, that it is not quite 
correct to call the practice of those w h
 regulated Easter 
according to the day of the \veek tlw Western practice; for a 
great number of the Eastern provinces also adopted this plan. 
It might rather be called the com1l10n or predominant use; 
\vhilst the Quartodeciman custom, which was based on a 
J e"wish theory, should be called the Ebionite; and the second 
Quartodeciman custom, .which rested upon a Christian basis, 
ll1ay be called the J ohannean. The orthodox Quartodeci- 
Inans, indeed, specially appealed to S. John th
 evangelist, 
and partly to the Apostle S. Philip, as we see from the letter 
of their head, Polycrates of Ephesus;3 and they affirmed that 
these t\VO great authorities had always celebrated Easter on 
the 14th Nisan. But the Western or ordinary usage was also 
based upon the apostolical authority of the prince-apostles 
SS. Peter and Paul, \vho, according to them, had introduced 
this cust01l1. 4 
Besides, all parties preserved the expression of the feast of 
the passover given in the Old Testament, although it only 
recalled particularly the passing of the destroying angel over 
the d\vellings of the Israelites; for n

, from nt;?
, signifies 
passing over. 5 In a more general ,yay this word signifies the 
deliverance from Egypt; and in this sense it might have been 
en1ployed figuratively by Christians, as their feast of deliver- 
ance from Egypt. The Aramaic 
ry

 (Pascha) prevailed along 
with the Hebrew form np
 (Pesach), and 1110re widely than 
this; and thus many Gentile Christians, who were unac- 
quainted ,vith Hebrew, were easily led to derive the word 
Pascha froln the Greek verb 7ráuXEtv. 
Sometimes by the word Pascha was signified the \vhole 'week 
of the Passion, sOll1etimes the days .which they celebrated dur- 


1 Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 19. 
2 A than. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2. 
... Euseb. Hiðt. Eccl. v. 23 ; Socrat. Hist. Eccl. v. 22. 


S Euseb. v. 24. 
Ii Ex. xii. 21, 27. 
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ing t1lat wee1{, or even a particular day in it, especially that 
of our Lord's death. Tertullian, for instance, in his book de 
Jef'ltnío,1 calls the ,vhole ,veek Pascha, but in his work de 
Oratione 2 only Good Friday. Constantine the Great, in the 
same ,yay, speaks sometimes of one day, sometimes of several 
days, in Easter ,veek. 3 He seen1S also particularly to signify 
by the ,vord Easter the day of the death of Christ; neverthe- 
less he calls the day of the resurrection not only 
fLJpa àva- 
UTáuECiJ),4 but also 7ráuXa, as n1ay be seen from the ,vhole tenor 
of the passage in Eusebius,5 and from several others quoted by 
Suicer. 6 Basil the Great, for instance, in his ExlwTtatio ad 
Baptisn

t1n,1 identifies the 7;f1-Jpa 'TOÛ 7ráuXa ,vith the f1-V1Jf1-D- 
uvvov (day of commen1oration) Ti}
 àvauTáuECJ)
.8 Subsequently, 
from 'v hat period is uncertain, in order to nlake a distinction, 
they call the day of the death 7ráuXa uTaVpwUljLOV (passover 
of crucifixion), and the day of the resurrection 7ráuXa àva- 
uTáuLf1-0V 9 (passover of resurrection). 
It is clear frOIll a passage in Tertullian,lO that the uni- 
versal custom of the ancient Church ,vas to celebrate Easter 
for a whole ,veek. S. Epiphanius says still n10re plainly,l1 
"The Catholic Church celebrates not only the 14th Nisan, 
but the ,vhole ,veek;" and as he certainly emphasized this 
in opposition to the Quartodecimans, we 111ay presume that . 
the Ebionite QuartodecÌ1nans celebrated only the 14th of 
Nisan as the feast of the passover; that at least the other 
days were thro,vn into the shade relatively to this principal 
feast, ,vhich was quite in accordance ,vith their Jewish ten- 
dency. The observance of the l\losaic prescription respecting 
the paschal feast seelned to them far more important than 
the celebråtion of the days of the death and resurrection of 
our Lord. 
Although there ,vas a notable difference in tIle three ,vays 
of keeping Easter, the antagonism between the J ohannean 
and the ordinary custom was first noticed; but the higher 
] C. 14. 
 C. 14. 3 In Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 18. 
4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 5 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 23. 
6 Suiceri Thesaurus e PatribuB Græcis, ii. 622, i. 304. 
7 Basil. Orat. xiii. 8 Suic. l.c. i. 304. 
!J Suic. l.c. ii. 621 sq., i. 304. 10 Tertull. de Jejun c. 14. 
11 Epiphan. H æ1'es. 50. 3. 
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unity in the spirit and in the essence of the subject made the 
chronological difference seem less striking and more tolerable. 
S. Irellæus gives a proof of this when he distinctly says, in a 
fragment of the synodical letter which he wrote in the name 
of the Gallican bishops, "that the Roman bishops before Soter, 
namely Anicetus, Pius, Hyginus, Telesphorus, and Xystus (the 
latter ,vas living at the beginning of the second century), did 
not follo,v the Asiatic custom, nor did they tolerate it an10ngst 
their l)eople, but that nevertheless they lived amicably ,vith 
those ,vho came to Rome from countries where a contrary 
practice prevailed; and they even sent the holy Eucharist, 
in token of unity, to the Quartodeciman bishops of those 
Churches." 1 
The first kno,vn debate respecting this difference, and the 
first attempt made at the same time to put an end to it, took 
place when S. Polycarp went to Rome to see Pope Anicetus, 
to"Tards the middle of the second century. 2 We cannot de- 
tenllinB exactly in ",-hat year this took place. Baronius de- 
clares, but ,vith insufficient reason, for the fifth year of Marcus 
Aurelius, 167 years after Christ. 3 But Polycarp ,vas so 
advanced in years at this time, that it is difficult to believe he 
could have undertaken so long a journey; besides, Anicetus 
had then been in the see of Rome for ten years, and conse- 
quently Polycarp might ,veIl have visited hirn before. 4 How- 
ever, Polycarp ,vent to Rome, and not about the Easter business, 
as Baronius concludes from an incorrect translation of Euse- 
bius, but about some other slight differences ,vhich he wisbed 
to con1pose in concert ,vith Anicetus. 5 He was certainly 
the most ,vorthy representative of the J ohannean or Asiatic 
opinions, being recognised as the IllOSt distinguished bishop of 
Asia l\linor, and certainly the only disciple of S. John then 
living. We 111ay suppose that he follo,ved the Johannean 
practice ,vith regard to the celebration of Easter, not only from 
the fact that he ,vas Bishop of Sn1yrna in Asia l\linor, but 


1 In -Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. It was the custom in the primitive Church 
to senù the holy Eucharist at Easter to friendly bishops; but the fourteenth 
canon of the Synod of Laodicea forbid this practice. 
2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. 3 Baron. ad ann. 167, n. 8 sq. 
4 Valcsii Annot. in Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. 5 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. l.c. 
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also fronl this, that Polycrates of Ephesus, the ardent defender 
of the J ohannean custoln, particularly appealed to Polycarp 
in his struggle .with Pope Victor.! Polycarp and Anicetus 
received each other \vith the kiss of peace, and held a con- 
ference on the subject of Easter, \vhich did not ho\vever last 
long, Anicetus being unable to induce Polycarp to abandon a 
practice \vhich the latter" had observed in communion with 
the Evangelist S. John." Neither \vould Anicetus abandon 
the custom pursued by his predecessors in the episcopate. In 
spite of this difference they lived in cOlnmunion, and Anicetus 
conferred \vhat \vas then a very special nlark of distinction 
upon his host, allo\ving him to celebrate the holy Eucharist in 
his church and in his presence. After that they separated in 
peace, and the same feeling continued bet\veen the two parties 
\v hom they represented. 2 
Some years after Polycal'p's joul'ney \ve meet \vith the 
first kno\vn movements of the Ebionite QuartodecinlRns. 
Melito Bishop of Sardes relates,3 in a fragment of his \york 
(t\VO books, 7TEpì TOÛ 7TáuXa), that "\vhen Servilius Paulus 
,vas Proconsul of Asia, and Sagaris Bishop of Laodicea had 
suffered martyrdonl,4 a warm controversy arose at Laodicea on 
the subject of Easter." The time in \vhich l\Ielito flourished 
was probably about the year 170. This fraglnent does not 
specify the particular point upon \vhich the controversy 
turned, but \ve learn that from another source. Apollinaris 
of Hierapolis, a contemporary, a friend, and a conlpatriot of 
Melito, whose opinions also he held, like\vise \vrote a work 
upon Easter; and the t\VO fragments \vhich have been pre- 
served in the ChTonicon Pasc7
ale assert-(l) "Those are 
mistaken \vho hold that our Lord ate the paschallanlb \vith 
His disciples upon the 14th Nisan, and that He died upon 
the great day of unleavened bread (the 15th 1\isan). They 
pretend that S. l\latthe\v affirms it; but such an opinion is 
not accordant \vith the (ancient) la"w, and the. Gospels (espe- 
cially those of S. l\1:atthe\v and S. John) \vould thus be con- 
tradictory." The second fragnlent says: "The 14th Nisan 


1 Euse b. l. c. 
2 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 24. cr. Valesius' notes upon tl1is passage. 
I Euseb. IV. 26. 4 Cf. Euseb. J-Iist. Eccl. v. 24. 
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is the true passover of our Lord, the great Sacrifice; instead 
of the lamb, ,ve have here the Lau1b of God," etc.! 
By these fragn1ents ,ve see that Apollinaris belonged to 
those Christians who held that our Lord did not partake of 
the passover the last year of His life, but that He ,vas cruci- 
fied upon the 14th Nisan. Thus the inunolation of the lamb, 
the type, ,vas realized by the death of the Lamb upon the 
cross upon the same 14th of Nisan, in the \veek of the 
Passion. The type ,vas then abolished, and the commemora- 
tion of the death of Christ replaced the J e\vish (/;8') feast. 
He holds that by admitting this theory the evangelists can 
be harmonized, and that an exact parallelism ,vas established 
bebveen the facts of the N e"w and the types of the Old Testa- 
111ellt. 2 According to the opposite opinion, ho'wever, (1) the 
evangelists are not agreed; and (2) that opinion does not 
agree váth the ancient la\v. It is not said why, but ,ve lllay 
conclude from his ,vords that the follo\ving \vas Ìlnplied: "If 
Christ had eaten the paschallanlb upon the 14th Nisan, His 
death should have taken place upon the 15th Kisan, \vhilst 
the type of this death ,vas only upon the 14th; and con- 
sequently the resurrection falls upon the 17th Nisan, ,vhilst 
the type occurs upon the 16th." 
The proxin1Ïty of Hierapolis and of Laodicea, and the fact 
that Melito and Apollinaris lived at the same time, sanction 
the presumption that the party attacked by the latter ,yas 
identical ,vith that of Laodicea, and \vhich l\lelito attacked; 
and as Apollinaris and l\lelito were associated as apologists 
and lights of their time, they were also certainly associated 
in the Easter controversy. Apollinaris ,vas, as his fragments 
prove, a J ohannean Quartodeciman; and l\lelito ,vas the 
same, for Polycrates expressly appeals to hiu1. 3 
But against \vhom did Apollinaris ,vrite, and ,vhat ,vas 


1 Clu'onicon PasclLale, ed. Dindorf (in tIle Byzantine Collection), i. 13. Cf. 
'Veitzel, l. c. S. 22 ft 


2 OLD TESTAMENT. 
14th Nisan, . Immolation of the 
paschal Iamb. 
16th Nisan, . . . Offering of the 
firs t- fruits. 


NEW TESTAl\IEXT. 
Immolation of the 
Lam b of God. 
First-fruits of the 
resurrection. 


! Euseb. J-Iist. Eccl. v. 24. 
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the character of the party against whom he and JVlelito con- 
tended? Apollinaris does not enter into detail upon this 
point: he sÜnply indicates, in the first extract, that hi
 
opponents celebrated the paschal feast upon the 14th Nisan. 
They ,vere therefore QuartodecÌlnans; but as he 'was of that 
class himself, ,ve must seek else\vhere for the special character 
of his adversaries; and as in the second extract he strongly 
insists upon the 14th Nisan "being the true passover of the 
Lord, the great sacrifice 'v herein the Son of God 'was inlmo- 
lated instead of the Je-wish lalub," ,ve nlay conclude natu- 
rally enough that his adversaries were Ebionite Quartodeci- 
luans, ,vho also celebrated, it is true, the 14th Nisan, but in 
a Je,vish manner, with the feast of the passover. l This is 
lllade still l1lore evident by an extract from Hippolytus, of 
which 'we shall have to speak hereafter. l\loreover, the 'work 
of J\Ielito determined Clelnent of Alexandria to 'tYrite a ^óryor;; 
'lrEpì TOU 7ráuXa, not indeed to refute it, but to complete 
l\lelito's ,york. Of this ,york of Clement's \ve have only 
fragments preserved in the Chronicon Paschale,2 and the first 
of these fragments says: "Christ always ate the paschal 
lalnb ,vith His disciples in His earlier years, but not in the 
last year of His life, in ,vhich He was Hinlself the Lalnb 
Ï1nmolated upon the cross." The second fragnlent has the 
words: "Christ died on the 14 th of Nisan;' and after His 
death, on the evening of the sanle day, the J e\vs celebrated 
their passover feast." 3 
Clelllent here quite agrees ,vith Apollinaris, and his ,york 
proves that the saIne party ,vhich Apollinaris opposed still 
existed after the lapse of many years. 
After some time, S. Hippolytus attacked them in t\VO 
fragnlellts, both preserved in the ChTonicon Paschalc. 4 He 
distinctly says: "The controversy still lasts, for SOllle errone- 
ously Inaintain that Christ ate the passover before His death, 
and that consequÆntly (we ought to do so also. But Christ, ,vhen 
lIe suffered, no longer ate the legal passover; for He was 
IIÍlnself the passover, previously announced, ,vhich ,vas on 
that day fulfilled in HÜll." This fragment by Hippolytus is 


1 Cf. 'Veitzel, S. 16-59. 
3 Cf. 'Veitzel, l.c. S. 18, 60 f. 


2 Cltronicon Pascltale, l.c. p. 14. 
4 i. 12 sq. 
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taken fro111 his ,york against the heresies,! and consequently 
from that time the Ebionite Quartodecimans 'v ere rightly con- 
sidered as heretics. He says again, in the second fragment of 
his work upon Easter: "Christ did not partake of the pass- 
over before His death; He would not have had time for it."2 
We need not ,yonder that an Italian bishop like Hippo- 
lytus should have thought it necessary to oppose the Ebionite 
party; for it ,vas not l'estricted to Phrygia (Laodicea) and the 
other countries of Asia 1\Iinor, but it had found defenders 
even at llolne, and I-lippolytus was a priest of the Roman 
Church-he ,vas even for some time a schismatical Bishop of 
Rome. 3 Eusebius 4 indeed says: "Several sects arose in Rome 
in the time of the Montanists, of which one had for its chief 
the priest Florinus, another Blastus." He does not tell us 
their doctrine, but says that Florinus ,yas deposed, and that 
both of theln had seduced many of the faithful. He adds: 5 
Irenæus "Tote against Florinus a book called de J1IonaTchia, 
and against Blastus another, de Schism,ate; but again he does 
not mention the doctrine taught by Elastus. vVe have no 
more account of it than is contained in the apocryphal 
supplenlent to Tertullian's book de P1'escTiptione,6 where it 
is . said, in the fifty-third chapter: Est pTætcrea his ornnibus 
(to Marcion, to Tatian, etc.). etÙt1n Blast'lls accedenB, qui la- 
tenter Judais1ìUt1n vult int1'od
lCe1'e. According to this text, 
Elastus ,vas a J udaizer, having tendencies analogous to those 
úf the Ebionite Quartodecimans of Asia l\Iinor (especially of 
Laodicea 7). If Elastus, to,vards 180, tried to introduce the 
Ebionite Quartodecimanism into Italy, and even into nome, 
the aversion of Pope Victor to,vards the Quartodecimans in 
general can be easily explained, and his earnestness in his 
controversy ,vith Polycrates and the Asiatics. 


1 9fp
; å,9f&.,da.; t;'d.; a.:ff-dEl;, as the Citron. Pasch. says. That is the dtlJ'Ta.)'!UX, 
.l(,C
'Td. a.:PSdEfJ)IJ; and Döllinger shows tl1at this is not identical with the newly 
discovered cpû..OfTO
O:Jfl-Ha. (Hippol. and Call. S. 7 ft). 
2 Cf. "\Veitzel, l.c. S. 66 f. 
3 Cf. Döllinger, I-lippolytll8 
t. Callistus, S. 100 f. 
4 Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 15. 5 l.c. c. 20. 
(t Cf. the note of Rigaltius on c. 45. 
'1 'rYeitzel forciLly proves (S. 87), against Gieseler and Schwegler, that Bt:stus 
'Was no l\rolltal1ist
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vVe t1nlS reach the second lJe?'iod of the Paschal contra.. 
versy. In the first, \ve have seen the t\VO customs of the 
Church-the J ohannean custOlll, and the usual one-existing 
side by side, each of these opposing only the Ebionite party. 
N O\V, on the contrary, the t\yO purely Christian opinions are 
to be found in violent conflict. It ,vas probably Pope Victor 
vvho ,vas the cause of the struggle: the intrigues of Blastus 
doubtless resulted in setting him against the Quartodecimans, 
and leading him to forbid the celebration of the feast on the 
14th Nisan. In 196, S. Jerolne's Chronicle says that he 
,vrote to the most eminent bisl10ps of every country, asking 
them to assemble synods in their provinces, and by their 
means to introduce the 'Vestern lIlode of celebrating Easter. 
These letters-for example, those to Polycrates of Ephesus 
-also contained threats in case of resistance.! Nun1erous 
synods therefore assembled, as we learn frolll Eusebius;2 and 
all, with the exception of those of Asia l\1inor, unanÌll10usl y 
declared" that it was a rule of the Church to celebrate the 
n1ystery of the resurrection only on a Sunday." They ac- 
quainted all the faithful \vith this declaration by synodical 
letters. 3 Eusebius 4 sa\v several of these synodical letters, 
especially those frolll the Synods of Palestine, presided over 
by Theophilus Bishop of Cæsarea and Narcissus of Jeru- 
salelIl; also those from the bishops of Pontus, under Palma; 
from the bishops of Gaul, under Irenæus; froll1 the bishops 
of Osrhoëne; and, finally, the private letter from Bacchylus 
Bishop of Corinth.:> They unanÌ1nously pronounced in favour 
of Victor's opinion, except Polycrates I3ishop of Ephesus. 
The latter had also been president of a synod COIIlposed of a 
great number of the bishops of his province. He said that 
all approved of the ren1arkable letter ,vhich he proposed to 
send to Pope Victor, ,vhich Eusebius has preserved. 6 In this 
letter he says, "\V e celebrate the true day, \vithout adding 
or subtracting anything;" and he appeals, in justification of 
his practice, as ,ve have before seen, to the Apostle Philip, 
,vho died at Hierapolis, to S. John the Evangelist, to Poly- 


I cr. the ans\ver of Polycrates to Victor, in Euseb. I-list. Eccl. v. 24. 
2 Euseb. v. 23. 3 See above, upon these synods, sec. 2, and fol1owing. 
4, Euseb. l.c. G See above, the same section. 6 Euseb. v. 24. 
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carp, and others, ,vho all kept Easter on the fourteenth day 
9,fter the ne'v moon. Seven of his o,vn relations had been 
bishops of Ephesus before him, and had 0 bserved the same 
custOlTI. "As he had attained the age of sixty-five years, 
Polycrates no longer feared any threatening, he said, for he 
kne,v that ,ve ought to obey God rather than men." 1 
Thereupon, says Eusebius, continuing his account, Pope 
Victor tried to excommunicate (à7rOT
fLvEtv 'IT'EtpâTat) the 
Churches of Asia and of the neighbouring provinces; and he 
addressed an encyclical letter to this effect to all the Chris- 
tians of those countries. The ,vords of Euseòius might also 
be understood to mean that Victor really launched a sentence 
of excommunication against these Churches, and they have 
been taken in this sense by the later Church historian So- 
crates;2 but it is nlore correct to say, as Valesius has sho,vn,3 
that the Pope thought of excommunicating the Asiatics, and 
that he was kept from carrying out the sentence especially 
by S. Irenæus. Eusebius says, indeed, "He t1'ied to excom- 
municate them." He adds: "This disposition of Victor did 
not please other bishops, who exhorted him rather to seek 
after peace.. The letters in ,vhich they blame him are still 
extant." Ho,vever, Eusebius gives only the letter of S. 
Irenæus, 'v ho, although born in Asia l\Iinor, declared that 
the resurrection of the Saviour ought to be celebrated on a 
Sunday; but also exhorted Victor not to cut off from com- 
munion a ,vhole group of Churches ,vhich only observed an 
ancient custom. He reminds him that his predecessors had 
judged this difference ,vith much more leniency, and that, in 
particular, Pope Anicetus had discussed it amicably ,vith 
Polycarp Bishop of Smyrna. 4 
Eusebius here remarks, that Irenæus, as his name indicates, 
had become Elp'l}vo7roîoç;, and that he addressed letters on this 
occasion, not only to Victor, but to other bishops.5 
Thus this debate did not bring about the uniformity ,vhich 


1 See above, same section. 2 Socrat. v. 22. 
3 In his remarks upon Euseb. v. 24. 
4. See above, at the commencemcnt of this section. 
G Cf. Teller, Pars actorum inte1 0 Asiaticas et '1"eliq
tas Ecclesias super contro- 
verso sacrorum Pascltatos tempore, Helmst. 1767. 
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Victor desired. Ho,vever, as a consequence of these explana- 
tions and negotiations, some Churches of Asia, it appears, 
renounced their custom, and adopted that of the vVest, as 
Massuet 1 and Valesius 2 have concluded from the letter pub- 
lished by Constantine after the close of the Synod of Nicæa, 
in which he says: "Asia" ( doubtless meaning some of its 
Churches), "Pontus, and Cilicia have adopted the universal 
custonl." 3 This can apply only to a part of Cilicia, seeing 
that, according to the testimony of S. Athanasius, the custom 
of the Quartodecimans prevailed there. 4 Thus up to this 
time the controversy bore only upon these t,vo points: 1st, 
'Vas the festival to be held according to the day of the week, 
or that of the month? 2d, 'Vhen ,vas the fast to cease? 
But in the third century, ,vhich ,ve have no'v reached, a 
fresh difficulty arose to complicate the debate, which ,ve nlay 
call briefly the astronolnical difficulty. 
We have seen that ,vith the Asiatics, as with the Westerns, 
Easter was detern1Ïlled by the 14th Nisan, with this differ- 
ence only, that the Asiatics ahvays celebrated Easter on this 
day, ,vhilst the Westerns kept it on the Sunday follo,ving 
<,vith thenl the Sunday of the resurrection ,vas their greatest 
festival). But then this question arose: On ,vhat precise 
day of the year does the 14th Nisan fall? or ho,v can the 
lunar date of the 14th Nisan be reconciled ,vith the solar 
year? The J e,vs' ecclesiastical year, the first month of 'v hich 
is called Nisan, conl111ences in the spring. At the beginning 
of spring, and particlùarly to,vards the equinox, barley is 
l'ipe in Palestine. For this reason the month Nisan is also 
called the month of sheaves; and the great festival of the 
month Nisan, the passover, is at the saIne tÜne the feast 
of harvest, in 'v hich the first sheaf of barley is offered to 
God as first-fruits. 5 According to this, the 14th Nisan comes 
aln10st at the same time ,vith the full nloon after the vernal 
equinox; and although the lunar year of the Jews is shorter 


1 Opp. S. Ire'11æus, vol. ii. p. 73, n. 19. 
2 In his observations upon Euseb. v. 23. 3 Euseb. Vita Canst. iii. 19. 
4 Athanas. Ep. ad Afros, c. 2 ; and de synoclis Arimin. et Seleuc. c. 5, Opp. 
ed. Beneù, Patav. t. i. P. ii. pp. 574, 713. Cf. above, p. 306. 

 Iùeler, Handbuc 1 " der Chronologie, Ed. i. S. 486, 487, 490. 
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than the solar year, they made up the difference by an inter- 
calary month, so that the 14th Nisan always occurred at the 
same period.! It was also partly determined by the ripeness 
of the barley. 
l\1:any Fathers of the Church relied especially on the fact 
that the passover had al,vays been kept by the ancient 
He bre,vs, and by the contemporaries of our Saviour, after the 
equinox,2 and so ordered that the festival sholùd continue 
to be celebrated after the commencement of the spring. They 
remarked that the Jews had ahvays determined the "0' in 
this way until the fall of Jerusalem. The defective practice 
of not fixing the to' according to the equinox \vas not intro- 
duced among them until after that event. 
We may see clearly what resulted from this rule. vVho- 
ever observed it, could no longer regulate his Easter according 
to the 14th Nisan of the Jews, inasmuch as this day occurred 
after the equinox. If the 14th fell before the equinox \vith 
the Jews, the Christians ought to have said: "The J e\vs 
this year celebrate the 14th Nisan at a wrong date, a month 
too soon: it is not the full moon before, but the full moon 
after the equinox, \vhich is the true full moon of Nisan." 
We say full moon, for the 14th Nisan was always necessarily 
at the full moon, since each month among the J e\vs began 
with the new moon. In this case the Christians kept their 
Easter a month later than the Jews, and determined it ac- 
cording to the full moon after the vernal equinox. Hence 
it resulted- 
1. That if a Johannean Quartodeciman 3 acted according to 
the equinox, he always celebrated his Easter exactly on the 
day of the fruil 'Jnoon after the eqru,inox, without minding on 
what day of the week it fell, or whether it coincided with 
the J e\vish 14th of Nisan or not. 
2. That if a vVestern acted also according to the equinox, 
he ahvays celebrated his Easter on the Su,nday after the full 
moon \vhich followed the vernal equinox. If the ftill moon 


1 ldeler, l.c. Ed. i. S. 488-490. 
2 Ideler, l. c. Ed. ii. S. 229 ; "\Veitzel, l. c. 208, 224. 
3 The Ebionite Quartodecimans acted entirely according to the Jewish man- 
ner of computation at this period. 
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fell on a Sunday, he kept the festival not on that Sunday, 
but on the following one, and that because the day of the 
resurrection (consequently his Easter) ought to 'be observed 
not on the very day of the to' (being the day of Christ's 
death), but ciftcr the LS'. 
We shall presently see that the latter manner of computa- 
tion for regulating the celebration of the Easter festival W'aS 
adopted by many, if not all, in the 'Vest; but ,ve cannot deter- 
nline ,vhether many of the Asiatics did the same. The seventh 
(eighth) of the so-called Apostolic Canons, besides, ordered 
Easter to be celebrated universally ajtc1
 the vernal equinox. 
'Vhen abandoning the way of J e\vish computation, the 
Christians had naturally much more difficulty in detern1Ïning 
the period of their Easter. It \vas necessary to make special 
calculations in order to know ,vhen Easter would fall; and 
the 1110st ancient kno,vn calculation on this point is that of 
Hippolytus, a disciple of S. Irenæus, ,vho ,vas erroneously 
called Bishop of Pontus, but who \vas in fact a Ronlan priest 
at the commencement of the third century, and ,vas opposition 
Bishop of Rome about the year 220 to 235. 1 Eusebius 2 says 
of hÜn, that in his book upon Easter he nlakes a computa- 
tion, and bases it upon a canon of sixteen years. Nothing 
more was kno,vn of this calclùation or canon until in 1551, 
on the ,vay to Tivoli, not far froln the Church of S. La\yrence, 
there ,vas discovered a marble statue of a bishop seated on 
his throne. It is at present in the Vatican 1\1useum. It \vas 
recognised as the statue of Hippolytus, because a catalogue 
{)f the \vorks of the bishop represented ,vas inscribed upon 
\3he back of the throne. Upon the fight side of the throne 
is a talJle of the Easter full moons, calculated for a period of 
a hundred and twelve years (froln 222 to 333 after Christ). 
Upon the left side is a table of the Easter Sundays for the 
same period, and the calculation for both tables is based upon 
the cycle of sixteen years mentioned by Eusebius: so that, 
according to this calculation, after sixteen years, the Easter full 
moon falls on the same day of the month, and not of the ,veek ; 
and after a hundred and t,velve years it falls regularly on the 
sanle day of the month, and of the \veek also. Ideler justly 
1 Photii Biblioth. cod. 121 ; Döllinger, l. c. S. 249. 2 Euseb. vi. 22. 
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remarks that Hippolytus n1Ìght have abridged his calctùation 
one half, since according to it the ftllI moon fell every ejght 
years on the same day of the month, and that every fifty-six 
years it fell again on the same day of the month and of the 
"\veek also.! 
This point being settled, Hippolytus lays down the follo\v- 
ing principles :- 
1. The fast should not cease till the Sunday. This is 
expressly said in the inscription on the first table (engraven 
on the right side of the throne ).2 
2. It is thence established thf.
 it is the Sunday \vhich 
gives the rule, that the cOlnmunion feast must then be cele- 
brated, and the day of Christ's death on the Friday. 
3. As Hippolytus ahvays places the "ö' after the 18th 
1\Iarch, doubtless he considered the 18th J\tlarch as the 
equinox, and this day formed the basis of his Easter calcula- 
tions. 
4. If the "ö' fell on a Friday, he would keep Good :Friday 
on that day. If the ,,'ö' fell on a Saturday, he \votlld not 
keep Easter on the follo\ving day, but put it off for a \veek 
(as occurred in the year 222). In the same way, if the ,,({ 
fell on a Sunday, it \vas not that day, but the following Sun- 
day, .which \vas his Easter day (for example, in 227). 
As Hippolytus \vas a disciple of S. Irenæus, and one of 
the principal doctors of the Church of Rome, we may con- 
sider his Easter calculation as exactly expressing the opinion 
of the vVesterns, and especially of the Church of Rome, on 
the su bj ect. 
The Church of Alexandria also did not celebrate Easter 
until after the equinox. The great Bishop Dionysius ex- 
pressly says so in an Easter letter, now lost, which is men- 
tioned by Eusebius. 3 According to him, Dionysius nlust also 
have published an Easter canon for eight years. At Alex- 
andria, the city of astronomers, it would, besides, have been 
easy for Bishop Dionysius to make a more exact computation 
than that of Hippolytus, \vho had settled the question satis- 
factorily for only a certain nUlllber of years. 4 
1 Ideler, l. c. Bd. ii. S. 222. 2 Cf. 'Veitzel, l.c. S. 200. 3 EU5eb. vii. 20. 
, Idc1er, If andb. dcr Cl
1'on. ii. 224 and 226. 
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But Dionysius was in his turn surpassed by another Alex- 
andrian-Anatolius Bishop of Laodicea in Syria since 270, 
who \vrote a ,york upon the feast of Easter,l a fragment of 
,yhich has been preserved by Eusebius. 2 He discovered the 
Easter cycle of nineteen years, and began it \vith the year 
277, probably because in that year his calclùation was 
established. 
1. Anatolius proceeds upon the principle that the ancient 
Jews did not celebrate the passover until after the equinox, 
and that consequently the Christian's Easter ought never to 
be kept until after the vernal equinox. 
2. He considers the 19 th March as the 3 equinox. 
3. He says nothing al)Qut the old question relating to the 
fast, and the time ,vheu it should close; but evidently, as 
he \vas an Alexandrian, he follo,ved the usual custom (and 
not that of Asia). 
This cycle of nineteen years was soon su bj ected to different 
modifications, after ,vhich it ,vas generally adopted in Alex- 
andria from the time of Diocletian. The chief modification 
was, that the Alexandrians placed the equinox not on the 19th, 
but on the 21st J\Iarch, ,vhich ,vas tolerably exact for that 
period. Besides, \vhen the "D' fell on a Saturday, they de- 
parted from the systems of Anatolius and Hippolytus, and 
celebrated Easter on the follo.wing day, as ,ve do no"\v. 4 The 
cOll1pletion of this cycle of nineteen years is attributed to 
Euse bi us of Cæsarea. 5 
Such ,vas the state of the question at the commencement 
of the fourth century. It shows us that the differences in the 
time for the celebration of Easter were at that time greater 
than ever. 
The introduction of the question about the equinox had 
added fresh differences to the three former ones. Not only 
did some of the Asiatics 6 continue the Jewish calculation 
then in use, so that their Easter might fall bifore the equinox;- 


1 Euseb. vii. 32, 33. 
2 Cf. Ideler, l.c. ii. 227 fr., and the annotations (cIliefly erlOneous) by Peta- 
vius on Epiph. IIæ1'es. 51, vol. ii. p. 188 sqq. 
3 Iùeler, ii. 228. 
6 Ideler, ii. 232. 


4 Ide1cr, ii. 220, 234. 
6 ",VeitzeI, l. c. 236. 
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but some of the Westerns, not consulting the last astrono- 
mical calculations, also celebrated their Easter before the 
eqlunox. 
Like the Asiatics, the Western QuartodecÍ1nans, ,vho did 
not consider the equinox at all, often celebrated Easter earlier 
than the rest of Christendonl, and therefore called themselves 
P1'otopaschitcs. But also anlong the Equinoctialists thenlselves 
there existed SOllle difference: for the Alexandrians calculated 
Easter according to the cycle of nineteen years, and took the 
21st J\Iarch as the date of the equinox; whilst the Romans, 
as they follo,ved Hippolytus, observed the cycle of sixteen 
years (subsequently that of eighty-four years), and placed the 
equinox on the 18th J\Iarch. 1 When the fun moon occurred 
on the 19th March, it was considered by the Latins the 
Easter full moon, and they celebrated their festival on the 
following Sunday; ,vhilst ,vith the Alexandrians this full 
moon ,vas before the equinox, and consequently they waited 
for another full nloon, and celebrated their Easter a nlonth 
after the day considered right by the Latins. 
These serious and numerous differences ,vere indeed very 
lamentable, and 'were the cause of many disputes and frequent 
troubles in countries ,vhere these different modes simulta- 
neously existed. They often made the Christians an object of 
the most bitter ridicule on the part of the heathen. 2 Indeed, 
the Council of ArIes perfectly responded to the exigencies of 
the times, when in 314 it endeavoured to establish unanimity 
upon this question. This Synod commanded in its very first 
canon, that henceforth Easter should be cele brated uno die et 


no tmnpore pm' ornnern orbeln, and that, according to custom, 
the Pope sholùd send letters every,vhere on this. subject. 3 
The Synod therefore ,vished to make the Roman mode pre- 
dominant, and to suppress every other, even the Alexandrian 
(supposing that the difference bet1veen the Alexandrian and 
the Roman calculation ,vas known to the bishops at ArIes). 
But the ordinances of ArIes ,vere not accepted every'v here, 
and they failed to establish uniformity in the Church. The 
decision of an æcumenical council became necessary; and, in 
1 Ideler, l.c. ii. 247, 252. 2 Epiph. Hæres. 70. 14; Euseb. Vita Const. iii 5. 
3 :Mansi, Collect. Cone. ii. 471 ; Harù. i. 263. See above, p. 184. 
X 
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fact, the first {Ecumenical Council of Nicæa was occupied ,vith 
this business. vVe are ignorant of the detailed de bates on 
this subject, kno,ving only the result as ,ve find it in the 
encyclical letter of the Council, l and in the Emperor's circular. 2 
In the fonner document, the Council thus addresses the 
Church of Alexandria, and its well-beloved brethren in Egypt, 
Libya, and Pentapolis: " We give you good news of the unity 
,vhich has been established respecting the holy passover. In 
fact, according to your desire, we have happily elucidated this 
business. All the brethren in the East ,vho formerly cele- 
brated Easter ,vith the J e,vs, ,vill henceforth keep it at the 
sanle tilne as the Romans, with us, and with all those ,vho 
from ancient times have celebrated the feast at the same tÌ1ne 
,vith us." 3 
The E111perOr Constantine ll1ade the following announce- 
ment in his letter to all who ,vere not present at the Council: 
"When the question relative to the sacred festival of Easter 
.arose, it ,vas universally thought that it ,vould be convenient 
that all should keep the feast on one day; for 'v hat could be 
nlore beautiful and Inore desirable, than to see this festival, 
through ,yhich ,ve receive the hope of inl1nortality, celebrated 
by all ,vith one accord, and in the same manner? It ,vas 
declared to be particularly un,yorthy for this, the holiest of 
all festivals, to follo,v the custom (the calculation) of the 
Je,vs, ,vho had soiled their hands ,vith the most fearful of 
crimes, and whose 111inds ,vere blinded. In rejecting their 
custoln,4 \l'e Inay transmit to our descendants the legitÏ1nate 
mode of celebrating Easter, ,vhich ,ve have observed froln the 
tÍ1ne of the Saviour's Passion to the present day (according to 
the day of the week). "\Ve ought not therefore to have any- 
thing in common ,vith the J e,vs, for the Saviour has shown 
us another ,vay: our ,vorship follo,vs a nlore legitilnate and 
more convenient course (the order of the days of the ,veek); 
and consequently, in unaninlously adopting this Illode, we 


1 Socrates, I-list. Eccles. i. 9. 
2 Socrates, l.c.; Theodoret, lUst. Eccl. i. 10; Euseb. Vita Canst. iii. 17. 
3 Socrates, i. 9. 
4 \Ve must reall f.
(Ju
, not f.
V()V;, as the l\IaillZ imlJressioll of the edition of 
Valerius has it. 



KIC.EA: DECISION OF TIlE EASTER QUESTION. 323 


desire, dearest brethren, to separate ourselves from the detest- 
able company of the J e\vs, for it is trlùy shameful for us to 
hear them boast that \vithout their direction \VO cOlùd not 
keep this feast. Ho\v can they be in the rig:lt,-they who, 
after the death of the Saviour, have no longer been led by 
reason, but by \vild violence, as their delusion may urge 
them 1 They do not possess the truth in this Easter question; 
for, in their blindne
s and repugnance to all inlprovements, 
they frequently celebrate t\VO passovers in the same year.! 
"\Ve could not in1Ïtate those \vho are openly in error. Ho\v, 
then, could \ve follow these J e\vs, \yho are most certainly 
blinded by error 1 for to celebrate the passover t\vice in one 
year is totally inadlnissible. But even if this were not so, it 
\volùd still be your duty not to tarnish your soul by com- 
nlunications \vith such \vicked people (the J e\vs). Eesides, 
consider \vell, that in such an .important matter, and on a 
subject of such great solemnity, there ought not to be any 
division. Our Saviour has left us only one festal day of our 
redemption, that is to say, of His holy passion, and He desired 
(to establish) only one Catholic Church. Think, then, bo\v 
unseE;mly it is, that on the Sal11e day some should be fasting, 
\vhilst others are seated at a banquet;2 and that after Easter, 
some should be rejoicing at feasts, \vhilst others are still ob- 
serving a strict fast. 3 For this reason, Divine Providence 
1 When the "b' fell before the equinox, the Jews kept the passover also before 
the equinox; but as the new solar year had not then commenced, the Jews had 
celebrated two passovers in the course of one solar year (from one spring to 
another). 
2 Supposing tlle /1/ fell on a Friday, the Ebionite Quartodeciman celebrated 
the feast of the passover on that day, but the Catholics regarded the day as a 
rigorous fast. But even among the orthodox it was possible that some should 
'be fasting while others were feasting. The J ohannean Quartodecimans (see 
above, p. 313) finished their fast on the ,"0' at midnight, and thus it might be on 
Thursday, whilst the Westerns continued their fast till Sunday. Finally, the 
'Yesterns, or followers of the ordinary custom, were not at one among themselves. 
Those, for instance, as the Protopaschites, who paid no regard to the equinox, 
or who placed it on a wrong day, might have (as we have seen, p. 321) their 
Easter feast and fast about a month eadier than the others, and consequently 
were fasting while tllese were feasting, and their fast was long past when it was 
beginning with the others. 
3 "\Vhen, e. [J., the Protopaschites had celebrated their Easter, their fast was at 
an enù, while the Equinoctialists still had their fast. Besiùes, the Johannean 
anù Ebionite Quartodecimans ended their fast and had their Easter on t1le I
' 
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,vilis that this custom should be rectified and regulated in a 
uniform ,vay; and everyone, I hope, ,vill agree upon this 
point. As, on the one hand, it is our duty not to have any- 
thing in common ,vith the murderers of our Lord, and as, on 
the other, the custonl no,v follo'wed by the Churches of the 
West, of the South, and of the North, and by SOllie of those of 
the East, is the most acceptable, it has appeared good to all, 
and I have been guarantee for your con
ent, that you would 
accept it ,vith joy, as it is follo\ved at Rome, in Africa, in all 
Italy, Egypt, Spain, Gaul, Britain, Libya, in all Achaia,and in the 
dioceses of Asia, of Pontus, and Cilicia. You shotùd consider 
not only that the number of churches in these provinces nutke 
a majority, but also that it is right to demand what our 
reason approves, and that we should have nothing in comnlon 
,vith the J e,vs. To sum up in fe,v ,vords: by the unanimous 
judgnlent of all, it has been decided that the most holy festival 
of Easter should be everywhere cele brated on one and the 
same day, and it is not seemly that in so holy a thing there 
should be any division. As this is the state of the case, 
accept joyfully the divine favour, and this truly divine COill- 
nland; for all which takes place in assemblies of the bishops 
ought to be regarded as proceeding from the ,vill of God. 
Make kno,vn to your brethren ,vhat has been decreed, keep 
this most holy day according to the prescribed nloc1e; ,ve can 
thus celebrate this holy Easter day at the same time, if it is 
granted llie, as I desire, to unite myself with you; ,ve can 
rejoice together, seeing that the divine po,ver has made use 
of our instrumentality for destroying the evil designs of the 
devil, and thus causing faith, peace, and unity to flourish 
alliongst us. May God graciously protect you, my beloved 
brethren." 1 
"\Ve find no further details in the acts. But it is easy to 
understand that the Fathers of the Council took as the basis 
of their decision the computation ,vhich was most generally 
admitted an long orthodox Christians, that is, the one ,vhich 
regulated the "ö' according to the equinox, and Easter Sunday 


and consequently might feast whilst the "T esterns continued their fast to the 
Sunùay. 
1 Euseb. rita 00llst. iii. ] 8-20. 
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according to the "0'. We have a letter of Constantine's upon 
this point, \v hich clearly sho.ws the Inind of the Council; for, 
according to this letter, the Synod requires, 1st, that Easter day 
should always be a Sunday (and therefore decides against the 
Quartodecin1ans); and 2cl, that it should neyer be celebrated 
at the same tin1e as the feast of the J e\vs. It results fro1l1 this 
second decision, that according to the Synod, if the "S' should 
fall on a Sunday, Easter 'vas not to be celebrated on that 
Sunday, but a ,veek later. And this for t\VO reasons: (1) 
Because the "S' indicates the day of the Saviour's death, and 
that the festival of the resurrection ought to follow that day, 
and not to coincide with it; (2) because in those years ,vhen 
the ,S' should fall on a Sunday, Christians \vould be celebrat- 
ing their Easter at the same time as the J e\vs, ,vhich \vas ,vhat 
the Synod \vished to avoid. The third decision made at Nicæa 
\vas (3) to forbid Christians to celebrate Easter t\vice in one 
year; that is to say, that the equinox should be considered in 
all calculations about Easter. 
In my opinion, there is no doubt that Constantine, in his 
letter, which has every appearance of being a synodical letter, 
lnentioned only the decisions really arrived at by the Council. 
This indubitable fact being once adillitted, it Inust certainly 
be acknowledged also that the Synod was right in giving 
rules for determining Easter day. Perhaps it did not explain 
expressly the principles \vhich formed the basis of the three 
decisions given above, but undoubtedly all these decisions 
showed them sufficiently. When Ideler maintains 1 "that 
the rlùe clearly enunciated in S. Epiphanius 2 had not been 
expressly prescribed by the Council of Nicæa," this opinion has 
no foundation, unless Ideler plays upon the .word exp'ressly; 
for Epiphanius gives, as the basis of his computation, the 
saIne three rules already laid do\vn by the Nicene Council 
and in the letter of Constantine,-the observation of the 
Equinox, placing the "S' after the equinox, and placing the 
Sunday after the "S'. ldeler appears to me to have too easily 
accepted the theories in the second book of Christian 'Valch's 
Decrcti Nicæni de PasclLale explicatio, \vhich are opposed to our 
opinions. 
1 Iùeler, ii. 207. 2 Epiph. llær. 50. 3 anù 70. 11. 
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It nlay be asked \vhether the Council intended to give the 
preference to the Roman computation, against the Alex- 
andrian. Both rested upon the three rules accepted by the 
Council; but the ROlllans considered the 18 th J\larch, and 
the Alexandrians the 21st J\1arch, as the tC1
1ninus a quo of 
the Easter full nloon. According to Ideler, our Synod did 
not take nluch notice of this difference, and seemed indeecl 
to entirely ignore it.! The acts of the Council, in fact, do 
not sho\v that it kne\v of this difference. The tenor of Con- 
stantine's letter seenlS to authorize the opinion expressed by 
Ideler. The synodical letter indeed says: "In futlu'e, all 
shall celebrate Easter with the TIonlans, \vith us, and \vith 
all," etc.; and Constantine supposes that the lllanner of cele- 
brating Easter anlong the ROlnans and the Egyptians, ancl 
consequently among the Alexandrians, is identica1. 2 Ho\v- 
ever, the great importance of the Easter question, and the 
particular value \vhich it had at the tinle of the Nicene 
Council, hardly allo\v it to be supposed that the differences 
bet\Veell the Ronlan and Alexandrian computations should 
not have been kno\vn in such a large assemblage of learned 
Inen, among .whom \vere Ronlans and Alexandrians. It is. 
nluch nlore rational to admit that these differences \vere \vell 
lrnown, but that they \vere passed over without much discus- 
sion. To act thus \vas indeed an absolute necessity, if they 
"\vished to arrive at cOlllplete uniformity upon the Easter ques- 
tion; and \vhat we are now saying is not a pure hypothesis, 
for Cyril of Alexa
dria says: "The General Synod has unalli- 
l110usly decreed that, since the Church of Alexandria is ex- 
perienced in such sciences, she should announce by letter 
every year to the Roman Church the day on \vhich Easter 
should be celebrated, so that the \vhole Church might then 
learn the time for the festival through apostolical authority" 
(i.e. of the Bishop of nome ).3 
Pope Leo. T. expresses hinlself in the saIne way in his letter 


1 IcIcleI', ii. 238. 
 See aboye, pr. 323, 324. 
3 The PrOlO[]U8 Paschalis of Cyril, in which this passage is found, no longer 
exists, except in Latin. It was edited by Petavius (Doctrina Tempor. vol. ii. 
Append. p. 502) and by Bucherius (Doctrina Ten"tpor. p. 481), and commented 
upon by Van del' Hagen (Obsc7.'vationes in Prolo[J. p. 41). Cf. Iùeler, ii. 258 f. 
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to the Enlperor J\larcian. He says: "Stucluc'J'unt itaquc sancti 
Pat'Jys" (he certainly understands by that the Fathers of 
Nicæa, though he does not expressly say so) "occasionc'Jï
 
ltujus c'J'Toris aufc'J7c, O'J1t?te'Jn lLanc cura'Jn Alcxandrino cpis- 
copo dclcgantes (quoniam apucl Ægyptios ku;jus supputati02tis 
antiquit1ls t'tadita esse viclebatur pcritia), pC'P qllC1Jt quotannis 
dics p'Jycdictæ solemnitatis Sccli apostolicæ indicærct1tr, C'lljus 
scriptis ad longinquiorcs Ecclesias indiciu1Jt genc'Jytle pcrcZlr- 
'J'cret." 1 If Pope Leo is in the right, this text teaches us 
t,vo things: (1) That the Synod of Nicæa gave the prefer- 
ence to the Alexandrian computation over the Roman, whilst 
the contrary had been decreed at ArIes; (2) That the Synod 
found a very good ,yay of snloothing difficulties, by ordaining 
that the Alexandrian Church should announce the day for 
Easter to the Church of llolne, and that Rome should nlake 
it kno,vn to the ,vhole Church. 
Another account taken from S. Ambrose agrees very ,yell 
,vith ,vhat S. Leo says. S. Ambrose tells us, indeed, that 
according to the adyice of several mathematicians, the Synod 
of Nicæa adopted the cycle of nineteen years. 2 N o"w this is 
the Alexandrian cycle; and in fact, in charging the Church 
of Alexandria to tell the day for Easter every year to the 
Church of Ronle, it adopted the Alexandrian cycle. 3 
Dupin therefore took useless trouble 'when he tried to prove 
that the Fathers of Nicæa had sin11)ly given occasion for the 
adoption of this canon. 4 The !3enedictine editions of the 
"Torks of S. Anlbrose have also 'weakened the meaning of 
the words of S. .A.nlbrose, by rnaking him say that the Nicene 
Fathers had indeed mentioned this cycle, but that they had 
not positively ordered it to be used. 5 
It is rather renlarkable that the Synod should not have 
placed its decision as to the celebration of the festival of 
Easter alllong its canons. N one of the canons of the Council, 
not even those of doubtful authenticity, treat of this subject. 


1 Ep. 121 (alias 94), ed. Baller. Î. 1228. 
!:: Ep. ad Episeopos per 
E'j}Ûliam.
. Op. ii. 880. Cf. ldeler, ii. 211. 
3 Ideler, ii. 212. 
4 Dupin, NO'lt1Jelle Bibliotllèq
le des auteu'l'S eeel. ii. 316, ed. Paris 1693. 
ií Dionysius the Less expresses himself like S. Ambrose. Cf. IJeler, ii. 212. 
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Perhaps the Synod ,vished to conciliate those ,vho ,vere not 
ready to give up inlmediately the custonlS of the Quarto- 
decimans. It refused to anathematize a practice ,vhich had 
been handed do,vn from apostolic tÏ1lles in several orthodox 
Churches.! 
The differences in the ,yay of fixing the period of Easter 
did not indeed disappear after the Council of Nicæa. Alex- 
andria and Ronle could not agree, either because one of the 
two Churches neglected to Inake the calculation for Easter, or 
because the other considered it inaccurate. It is a fact, proved 
by the ancient Easter table of the Roman Church,2 that the 
cycle of eighty-four years continued to be used at Ronle as 
before. Now this cycle differed in many ,vays from the 
Alexandrian, and did not always agree ,vith it about the 
period for Easter. In fact, (a) the Romans used quite another 
nlethod from the Alexandrians: they calculated fronl the epact, 
ánd began from the jC'fia v'pima of J anuary.3 (ß) The Ronlans 
,vere mistaken in placing the full nloon a little too soon; 
whilst the Alexandrians placed it a little too late. 4 (ry) At 
ROllle the equinox ,vas supposed to fall on the 18th March; 
'v hilst the Alexandrians placed it on the 21 st l\iarch. (ö) 
Finally, the Romans differed in this from the Greeks also: 
they did not celebrate Easter the next day .when the full 
Dloon fell on the Saturday. 
Even the year follo,ving the Council of Nicæa-that is, in 
326-as ,veIl as in the years 330, 333, 340, 341, 343, the 
Latins celebrated Easter on a different day frOln the Alex- 
andrians. 5 In order to put an end to this misunderstanding, 
the Synod of Sardica in 343, as \lre learn from the ne\vly- 
discovered festival letters of S. Athanasius,6 took up again the 
question of Easter, and brought the t\VO parties (Alexandrians 
and Romans) to regulate, by means of mutual concessions, a 
common day for Easter for the next fifty years..7 This com- 
promise, after a fe\v years, ,vas not observed. The troubles 
excited by the Arian heresy, and the division \vhich it caused 
between the East and the 'Vest, l)revented the decree of 


1 ldeler, ii. 204. 2 Ideler, ii. 249 ff. 3 ldeler, ii. 245 f. 
4 Ideler, ii. 240, 277. 5 Ideler, ii. 253. 6 They are edited by Larsow. 
7 Of this again, further on, in the history of the Synod of Sardica. 
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Sarclica frolll being put into execution; therefore the Elnperor 
Theodosius the Great, after the re-establishment of peace in 
the Church, found himself obliged to take fresh steps for 
obtaining a cOlllplete uniformity in the manner of celebrating 
Easter. In 387, the Romans having kept Easter on the 
21st J\farch, the Alexandrians did not do so for five ,veeks 
later-that is to say, till the 25th April-because \vith the 
Alexandrians the equinox ,vas not till the 21 st March. 
The Emperor Theodosius the Great then asked Theopbilus 
Bishop of Alexandria for an explanation of the difference. 
The bishop responded to the Elllperor's desire, and drew up 
a chronological table of the Easter festivals, based upon the 
principles acknowledged by the Church of Alexandria. Un- 
fortunately, we no\v possess only the prologue of his work.! 
Upon an invitation from Rome, S. Ambrose also lllen- 
tioned the period of this same Easter in 387, in his letter to 
the bishops of Æn1ilia, and he sides with the Alexandrian 
computation. Cyril of Alexandria abridged the paschal table 
of his uncle Theophilus, and fixed the time for the ninety- 
five follo\ving Easters, that is, from 436 to 531 after Christ. 2 
Besides this, Cyril sho\ved, in a letter to the Pope, what was 
defective in the Latin calculation; and this demonstration was 
taken up again, some time after, by order of the Emperor, by 
Paschasinus Bishop of Lilybæum and Proterius of Alexandria, 
in a letter \vritten by thelll to Pope Leo 1. 3 In consequence 
of these communications, Pope Leo often gave the preference 
to the Alexandrian computation, instead of that of the Church 
of Rome. 4 At the same tinle also was generally established, 
the opinion so little entertained by the ancient authorities of 
the Church-one Inight even say, so strongly in contradiction 
to their teaching-that Christ partook of the passover on the 
14th Nisan, that He died on the 15th (not on the 14th, as 
the ancients considered), that He lay in the grave on the 16th, 
and rose again on the 17th. In the letter .we have just 
IT18ntioned, Proterius of Alexandria openly admitted all these 
different points. 
Some years afterwards, In 457, Victor of Aquitaine, by 


1 Ideler, ii. 254. 
3 Iùelcr, ii. 264-267. 


2 Iùeler, ii. 259. 
4 Il1dcr, ii. 265. 
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order of the Roman Archdeacon Hilary, endeavoured to lllaI
e 
the Roman and the Alexandrian calculations agree together. 
It has been conjectured that subsequently I-lilary, ,vhen Pope, 
brought Victor's calculation into use, in 456, that is, at the 
time ,vhen the cycle of eighty-four years came to an end.! 
In the latter cycle the ne-\v moons ,vere lllarked 11lore accu- 
rately, and the chief differences existing between the Latin and 
Greek calculations disappeared'; so that the Easter of the Latins 
generally coincided ,vith that of Alexandria, or ,vas only a 
very little removed from it. In cases ,vhen the l
/ fell on a 
Saturday, Victor did not .wish to decide ,vhether Easter should 
be celebrated the next day, as the Alexandrians did, or should 
be postponed for a ,veek. He indicates both dates in his 
table, and leaves the Pope to decide what ,vas to be done in 
each separate case. 2 Even after 'Tictor's calculations, there 
still remained great differences in the manner of fixing the 
celebration of Easter; and it .was Dionysius the Less who first 
completely overcallle them, by giving to the Latins a paschal 
table having as its basis the cycle of nineteen years. This 
cycle perfectly corresponded to that of Alexandria, and thus 
established that harnlony which had been so long sought in 
vain. He sho,ved the advantages of his calculation so strongly, 
that it ,vas admitted by Rome and by the 'v hole of Italy;3 ,vhilst 
alulost the ,vhole of Gaul remained faithful to Victor's canon, 
and Great Britain still held the cycle of eighty-four years, a 
little inlproved by Sulpicius Sevenls. 4 "\Vhen the I-Ieptarchy 
was evangelized by the Ronlan nlissionaries, the ne,v converts 
accepted the calculation of Dionysius, 'v hilst the ancient 
Churches of Wales held fast their old tradition. Frolll this 
arose the ,vell-kno\vn British dissensions about the celebra- 
tion of- Easter, .which "\vere transplanted by Colunlban into 
Gaul 5 In 729, the nlajority of the ancient British Churches 
accepted the cycle of nineteen years. 6 It had before been 
introduced into Spain, inlmediately after the conversion of 
Reccared. FinalIy, under Charles the Great, the cycle of 11Îne- 


I ldeler, ii. 284. ! ldeler, ii. 283. 
3 Ideler, ii. 293. 4 Ideler, ii. 296. 
5 See the article Columban in Kircltenlex. by \\
 etzer and WeIte, Bd. ii. 
8 Ideler, ii. 297. 
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teen years triumphed over all opposition; and thus the whole 
of Christendom \vas united, for the Quartodecimans had gra- 
dually disappeared. l 
Before returning to the Quartodecimans, we will here add 
some details for the completion of ,vhat has been said on the 
Easter question. In ancient times, the entire duration of a 
year ,vas calculated erroneously. Thus it happened by degrees, 
that the equinox, instead of falling on the 21st March as 
announced by the calendar, really fell on the 11 th J\iarch of 
the calendar then in use. The calculations upon the lunar 
months also contained many errors. For this reason, in 1582, 
Pope Gregory XIII. introduced a calendar improved by Alois 
Lilius of Calabria, by the Jesuit Clavius, and others. The 
Ï1nprovements of this calendar \vere: 1st, That the nlorrow of 
the 4th October 1582 was counted as the 15th October, and 
the calendar was thus made to agree \vith astronomical cal- 
culations; 2d, The Easter full moon was calculated nluch more 
accurately than before, and rules were established for the 
future prevention of the difficulties \vhich had been previously 
experienced. Every fourth year was to be leap year, \vith the 
exception of the secular year (i.e. the year at the end of the 
century); yet even in this case, in four secular years, one 
,vas to be leap year. Thus the years 1600 and 2000 are 
leap years, whilst the years 1700 and 1800 and 1900 are 
not SO.2 
The G?"cgo'tian Calendar from this time came into use in all 
Catholic countries. The Greek Church would not admit it. 
Protestants accepted it in 1 7 7 5, after long hesitation and 
much dissension. 3 
n the time of Gregory XIII. the difference 
between the calendar and the real astronomical year was ten 
days; if this calendar had not been changed, it would have been 
eleven days in 1700, and twelve in 1800: for this reason 
the Russians ,vith their Julian Calendar are now twelve days 
behind us. 4 But even the Grego'tian Calendca" itself is not 
1 lclcIer, ii. 298. 2 Ideler, ii. 303. 3 ldeler, ii. 325. 
· "\Vith us indeed, the years 1700 and 1800 were not leap years, which tlley 
were according to the Julian Calendar. There are therefore altogether twelve 
days of difference between the two calculations. By not counting the years 
1700 and 1800 as leap years, an entire agreement has been established between 
the Gn:[Jorian Calenda'l' and the real astronomical yeÐ.1:'. 
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quite exact; for, according to the calculations of Lalande, 
,vhich are no,v generally adll1itted, the duration of a tropical 
year is shorter by 24 seconds than the G1
egorian Calendar, 
so that after 3600 years it ,vould differ by one day from the 
astronomical year. l Besides this, the G1
egorian Oalendar has 
not fixed the months ,vith perfect accuracy. A somewhat de- 
fective cycle was selected on account of its greater simplicity; 
so that, astronomically speaking, the Easter full moon may 
rise t,vo hours after the tin1e calculated by the calendar: thus, 
it might be at one o'clock on the Sunday morning, whilst an- 
nounced by the calendar for eleven o'clock on Saturday night. 
In this case Easter ,vould be celebrated on that same Sunday, 
,vhen it ought to be on the following Sunday. 
We remark, finally, that the Gregorian Oalendar occasionally 
makes our Christian Easter coincide with the Jewish passover, 
as for instance in 1825. 2 This coincidence is entirely con- 
trary to the spirit of the Nicene Council; but it is impossible 
to avoid it, without violating the l'ule for finding Easter which 
is no,v universally adopted. 
SEC. 38. The later Quartodecimans. 
The Council of Nicæa was to find n10re difficulty in the 
East than in the West in establishing complete uniformity in 
the celebration of Easter. Without regard to the synodical 
decisions, nlany Quartodecimans continued to celebrate Easter 
according to their old custom. The Synod of Antioch in 341 
,vas even obliged to threaten thelll with ecclesiastical penal- 
ties if they did not adopt the COml110n rules. It did so in 
these words, in its first canon: "All those who do not observe 
the decision respecting the holy festival of Easter made by the 
holy and great Synod of Nicæa, asselnbled in the presence of 
the most pious Enlperor Constantine, are to be excomnluni- 
cated and cut off from the Church if they continue obstinate 
in rej ecting the legal rule." The preceding refers to the 
laity. But if a pastor of the Church, a bishop, priest, or 
deacon, acted contrary to this decree, and ventured, to the 
great scandal of the people, and at the risk of troubling the 
Church, to Judaize, and to celebrate Easter ,vith the J e\vs, 
1 Ideler, ii. 305. 2 Idelcr, ii. 320. 
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the Synod considered hiln as no longer forn1Ïng part of the 
Church, seeing that he not only bore the weight of his o,vn 
sin, but that he ,vas also guilty of the fall of several others. 
This clergyman is by the very fact itself deposed; and not he 
alone, but also all those who continue to go to hiln after his 
deposition. Such as are deposed have no longer any right to 
any of the out\vard honour given thelll by the sacred office 
,vith ,vhich they were investec1. 1 
These threatenings ,vere not entirely successful. On the 
contrary, ,ve learn from S. Epiphanius 2 that in his time, about 
the year 400 after Christ, there ,vere still many Quartodeci- 
nlans, and that they ,vere even disagreed among themselves. 
As to their faith, they are orthodox, said S. Epiphanius;3 but 
they hold too much to Jewish fables, i.e. they observe the 
Je,vish Easter, and build upon the passage: "Cursed is he 
,vho does not celebrate his passover on the 14th Nisan.,,4 
All that ,ve kno,v respecting these Quartodecinlans may be 
summed up as follo,vs :- 
a. They celebrate one day only, ,vhilst the Catholic Easter 
lasts for a ,vhole ,veek. 5 
b. On that day, the day of the ,,8', they fast, and they 
cOlllmunicate: they fast till three o'clock, consequently not a 
,vhole day; ,vhich S. Epiphanius 6 disapproves. 
c. One party an long them (in Cappadocia) always cele- 
brated Easter on the 25th March, on ,vhatever day of the 
,veek it might fall, according to the (apocryphal) Acta Pilati, 
,vhich says that Jesus Christ died on the 25th March? 
d. Others did not for that reason abandon the 14th 
Nisan, but hoped to make the t,vo dates agree, by celebrating 
their Easter on the day of the full moon immediately follow- 
ing the 25th 1\larch. 8 
According to this, the Quartodecimans of S. Epiphanius 
fall into three classes, one of which abandons the "D', and con- 
sequently separates itself considerably fronl the J e,vs. It i3 


1 :Mansi, Collect. Concil. ii. 1307 sq. 
3 Epiph. c. 1. 
4 Ex. xii. 15. These exact words do not anywhere occur. They are a kind 
of summary of the requirements of the laW.-ED. 
5 Epiph. Hæres. 50, c. 1. 
7 Epiph. c. 1. 


2 Epiph. HæJ"es. 50. 


6 Epiph. c. 2. 
8 'Y citzel, l.c. S. 242J 249. 
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impossible to deterIlline whether the other classes follo'wed 
the ancient or the new method of the J e,vs in their calcula- 
tion for Easter; but the praise ,vhich S. Epiphanius gives 
them for their orthodoxy proves that they were not Ebionites, 
but that they were attached to the J ohannean tradition 
,vhich ,vas for a long time prevalent in Asia Minor. 


SEC. 39. The Audians. 
The Audians, or Odians,1 are a remarkable branch of the 
Quartodecimans: they lived in cloisters, and follo,ved the rules 
of the monastic life. Their foundation ,vas derived from a 
certain Audius of l\1esopotalnia, about the time of the Synod 
of Nicæa. Audius had beC0111e celebrated by the severity of 
his asceticism; and Epipl1anius, ,vho mentions him in his 
HistOTY of Hcretics,2 treats hÌ1n ,vith all possiLle favour, so 
Illuch so that the ascetic ,vith ,vholn he sympathizes makes 
hÎIll ahnost forget the schismatic. Audius, he says,3 had cen- 
sured the abuses which had been introduced into the Church, 
particularly the luxury and avarice of several of the bishops 
and clergy, and had therefore brought upon hÜnself nluch 
llatred and persecution. He had borne all ,vith patience, 
,vhen finally the blo,vs and un,vorthy treatIllent of ,vhich he 
.was the object, forced hinl, so to speak, to eXCOlll111Unicate 
himself, and together ,vith a ,fe,v partisans, among ,vhom ,vere 
found some bishops and priests, to form a particular sect. 
As for the rest, adds Epiphanius, he had certainly not 
fallen fronl the true faith: at most, he could be accused only 
of having expressed and maintained a singular opinion upon 
a point of snulll importance. Like several ancient doctors, 
c.g. l\felito, Audius anthroponlorphically considered the reselll- 
blance of man to God to be in the body,-an opinion which 
S. Epjphanius has refuted in a rather long dissertation. 4 
Before beginning the refutation of Audius, Epiphanius relates 
that this ascetic ,vas consecrated bishop after he left the 
Church, by a bishop ,vho had left the Church ,vith him. He 


1 Called also Audæans. See Epiph. JIær. 70; Aug. de Hæ'J'es. 50. Cf. 
'V aIel}, iii. 300-321.-ED. 
2 Epiphan. Hæres. 70. 'l.c. c. 1. 
f EI>iph. HæJ"es. 70, c. 2-8 inc:usive. 
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adds that tIle Audians lived by the ,vork of their hands, and 
that their "Thole life ,vas truly praise,,,"orthy.l 
According to Epiphanius, the second difference bet,veen the 
Audians and the Church ,vas about the celebration of the 
festiyal of Easter. FrOITI the ninth chapter S. Epiphanius 
seeks to express very explicitly ,vhat he understands by this 
difference, but his exposition is not clear. 
The Auc1ians set out from this fundan1ental principle: 
Easter nlust be celebrated at the same time (but not in the 
sanle Illanner) as "Tith the Jews. This practice had been that 
of the prÌ1nitiye Church; and it ,vas only from consideration 
for the Elnperor Constantine, and in order to celebrate his 
1irthday, that it had been abolished at Nicæa. Epiphallius 
refutes this last accusation of the Audians, by sho,ving that, 
according to the rules of Nicæa, Easter could not ahvays fall 
on the saIne day of the n10nth: therefore it could not Qhvays 
fall on the EInperor's birthday.2 
To support their manner of celebrating Easter, Epiphanius 
says,3 that the Audians quoted a sacred book, Dla-Tá
E(8 TWV 
à7fOUTÓÀWV. This book, \ve see, bears the saIne title as our 
so-called Apostolic Constitutions; but the fragments of it given 
by S. Epiphanius are not to be found in our text of the 
....t\.postolic Constitutions, and especially upon the Easter ques- 
tion they disagree ,vith the contents of these Constitutions. 
S. Epiphallius spares no praise of the orthodoxy of these 
DlaTá
ElC;: he even finds that as to discipline it is quite 
conformed to the custom of the Church. Only the Audians 
interpret it erroneously in ,vhat concerns the celebration of 
the Easter festival. The apostles in these DlaTágElC; give the 
following rule: "You (that is, you Gentile Christians) ought 
to celebrate Easter at the same time as your brethren ,vho 
have been Je,vs (l/C 7TfPlTOP.1]C;)."4 The apostles Ineant: You 
ought to act like the rest of the faithful; .whilst the Audians 
interpreted their ,vords thus : You ought to celebrate Easter 
",
ith the J e\ys (oi Èv 7TfPlTOP.1]). If, ho\vever, the apostolic 
rule meant, in a general ,yay, that they ought to celebrate 
Easter ,vith other Christians, Epiphanius concludes ,vith 


1 Epiph. Hæ1"es. 70, c. 2. 
3 Epiph. Hæ1"es. 70, c. 10. 


2 Epipl1. Hæres. 70, c. 9. 
4 Epiph. Iiæres. 70. l
. 
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reason that tIle .....-\.udians ought no\v to bo\v to the commands 
of the Council of Nicæa; for in speaking thus, the DlaTágEIS 
had in vie\v the unity and unifonnity of the Church. S. 
Epiphanius proves that the DlaTáEEtl) really only desired unity, 
and that they gave no directory of their o\vn for the keeping 
of the festival. He quotes the follo.wing passage in support of 
his sentiments: "Even if those \vhose Inal1ner of celebratincr 
<:> 
Easter you have adopted should be mistaken in their vie"\vs, 
you ought not to regard it." The DlaTáçEll) did not therefore 
intend to prescribe the best and most correct practice, but to 
induce the minority to follo"\v the majority; and as Christians 
v/ho had been J GY,-J formed this majority, they reconllllended 
Jewish practice for the establishment of unity.l 
Up to this S. Epiphanius is clear and intelligible; but ,vhat 
follo\vs is full of difficulties, many of ,vhich are perhaps in- 
soluble. Here is all that 'we can say ,vith any certainty about 
these ric1cUes of ffidipus, as Petavius calls them in his notes 
upon Epiphanius. 2 
To prove to the Audians that they should folIo, v the sense 
and not the letter of the DLaTá
Ell), he seeks to sho,v that, 
taken in a literal sense, the text contains contradictions. In 
proof. he gives the follo,ving passage in the eleventh chapter: 
" \Vhilst the Jews have their festival of joy (the passover), 
you should ,veep and fast on their account, because it ,vas 
on the day of this feast that they nailed the Saviour to the 
cross. And when they weep and eat unleavened bread with 
bitter herbs, you should celebrate your festival of joy." 
N O\V, as the J e\vs held this festival on a Sunday, it 'VOl lId 
follo\v, according to the DLaTáEEIS, that Christians should 
,veep and fast on the Sunday. But this is forbidden, and 
the DlaTáçEll) themselves say, "Cursed be he \vho fasts on 
the Sunday." Here there is a manifest contradiction; and, 
looked at closely, there is even a double contradiction: for, 
1st, It is cOIDlnallded to fast, and yet not to fast on the 
Sunday; and 2d, This precept is in opposition to the 
other, which the Audians pretend to draw frOlTI the DlaTaçEIS, 
namely, that they ought to celebrate Easter ,vith the J e,vs. 
Thus, says Epiphanius, the DlaTá
Els, according to the opinion 
1 E:piph. l.c. c. 10 and 14. 2 Vol. ii. p. 2V7. 
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of tIle Äudians on the one side, require Easter to be kept 
,vith the J e,vs; and on the other, they require Christians to 
do the contrary of ,vhat the Je,vs do. S. Epiphanius then 
tries to snlooth this difficulty about the literal sense, and does 
it in the following ,vay: ""\Vhen the Jews celebrate their 
feast after the equinox, you may do so at the same tin1e as 
they; but if, according to their ne,v and ,vrong reckoning, 
they celebrate it before the equinox, you should not in1itate 
theln: for in that case there would be two celebrations of 
Easter in the san1e year." 
S. Epiphal1ius having this solution in mind, 11ad already 
made allusion to it at the beginning of the eleventh chapter, 
by reillarking that Easter ,vas calculated according to the 
sun, the equinox, and the moon, ,vhilst the Jews paid no 
attention to the equinox. By this remark he interrupts his 
den10nstration of the contradictions contained in the DlaTáEEIS. 
He had said, indeed, at the end of the tenth chapter: "Even 
the terms (the terms of the StaTágfl
) contain a contradiction, 
for they contain the command to observe the fast of the vigil 
during the time of the feast of unleavened bread (/LEuasóvTCJJv 
TWV àsv/LCJJv ). Now, according to ecclesiastical calculation, 
that is not possible every year." With Petavius, I think 
that Epiphanius here simply says the same as in the eleventh 
chapter: ""\Vhen the J e,vs feast, ,ve should fast; but the 
repast of the Je,vs often takes place on the Sabbath, during 
,vhich day it is forbidden to fast." The meaning, then, of 
the ,vords quoted above is this: "They demand that ,ve 
should fast on the day of the feast of unleavened bread, that 
is, on the day of the tD' (/LEuas. às. === during the time of 
unleavened bread). But, according to the Church calendar, 
that is not al,vays possible, because sometimes the t(f falls 
on a Sunday." I regard, then, the last ,vords of the tenth 
chapter as merely announcing the contradiction ,vhich is 
afterwards sho,vn in the eleventh chapter. vVeitzel gives 
another meaning to these ,vords : 1 "The vigil of Easter (be- 
fore the festival of the resurrection) should ahvays fall in 
the middle of the week of unleavened bread, 'v hich is not 
al,vays possible, according to the ecclesiastical calculation." 
I Die c!tristl;clte Passafeier, S. 258. 
Y 
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It is quite true that this coincidence could not always take 
place according to the calculation of Nicæa; but it would 
have been of no use for Epiphanius to appeal to the Council 
of Nicæa, as it ,vas no authority to the Audians. With 
them, on the contrary, the eve of the festival of the resurrec- 
tion ahvays fell about the middle of the week of unleavened 
bread, that is to say, at the end of the second day. Besides, 
the connection bet,veen the tenth and eleventh chapters, and 
the line of argunlent of S. Epiphanius, render necessary the 
explanation ,vhich we have given of this passage. 
In bringing for,vard these contradictions of the ÐlaTá
El
, 
S. Epiphanius simply ,vished to refute the exaggerated Quarto- 
decimanism of the Audians; but he does not mean to say 
that these sanle Audians follo'wed all these principles of the 
ôlaTáEEl
. He does not say, " Yon celebrate Easter ,vith 
the J e,vs, and you fast ,vhen they are eating the passover." 
On the contrary, it appears that they \vere ignorant of these 
further requirements of the SlaTá
El
; for Epiphanius does 
not in the least reproach them with acting in tIlls ,yay. He 
does not suppose in any ,yay that they so hold it, but he 
sho,vs them that that is ,vhat the ÐlaTágEl
 teach. All that 
,ve kno'w of the way of celebrating Easter in use anlong the 
Audians is therefore reduced to this:- 
a. They always celebrated Easter ,vith the Je 'v s, conse- 
quently on the day of the tD'. 
b. They did not separate theulselves froin the J e,vs, even 
,vhen the latter kept their passover before the equinox. This 
t,vofold practice is entirely in harlnollY ,vith ,vhat ,ve kno,v 
of the origin and character of the Audians. Defore separating 
from the Church, they shared the sentÏ1nents of nlany Asiatic 
Christians; that is to say, they ,vere J ohannean Quarto- 
decimans, ,vho celebrated their Easter, cOlnmunicated, and 
ended their fast on the day of the tS'. The orthodoxy of 
the Church ,vhich they left (the Catholic Church of Asia 
Minor), and the praises of S. Epiphal1ius of their faith, do 
not allo,v us to suppose that they could have been Ebionite 
Quartodecimans. Epiphanius does not say that they cele- 
òrate Easter in the saIne Inanner as the J e\vs, but only that 
they celebrate it at the same time as the Je,vs. Neither 
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mast \ve conclude that they \vere Ebionites because they 
sonletimes kept Easter with the Je,vs before the equinox. 
That only proves that they followed the "D' closely, simply, 
and literally, \vithout troubling thelTIselves \vith astronomical 
calculations. 'Vhen the Je\vs celebrated the "D', they kept 
their Christian feast. 
\Ve have seen that they appealed to an apocryphal book. 
\Ve do not know if they followed the rules of this book on 
other points. The analysis ,vhich Epiphanius makes of all 
the passages of the DtaTáçEl8 sho\vs us that the Audians did 
not follo,v entirely the rules given in this ,york about the 
celebration of Easter. It is not easy to determine the exact 
meaning of these rules. As Epiphanius understands them, 
they set forth the following requirements :-" When the Jews 
keep their passover after the equinox, you may celebrate 
Easter at the sanle tinle; but if, according to their new and 
erroneous reckoning, they keep it before the equinox, you 
()ught not to Ï1nitate them." vVeitzel gives another meaning 
to this passage: "vVhen the Jews eat," etc. He believes 
that the DtaTáçEtç \vish to establish a middle course bet-ween 
the 'Vestern and Eastern practices-that Quartodecimanism 
is their basis; to \vhich they add the t\VO following direc- 
tions :- 
ct. On the day of the "if, when the Je,vs keep their pass- 
over, you should fast and .weepJ because it is the day of Christ's 
death. 
b. But \vhen the Jews are mourning on the days following 
the passover, or nlore exactly, on the 1V[azot days, you should 
feast, that is to say, you should celebrate your Easter festival 
on the day of the resurrection. 
They therefore preserved on one side the Asiatic practice, 
\vhich required that Easter should be regulated according to 
the day of the month; and on the other, they adn1Ïtted the 
Ronlan custonl, \vhich \vas to fast on the day of Christ's death, 
and to celebrate the festival on the day of Hjs resurrection. 
The eve of that day ,vould then be the àrypv7rv{a f-IÆUasóvTCJJv 
TWV àl;új1.CJJv spoken of by Epiphanius at the end of the tenth 
chapter. We have sho,vn above that this latter opinion ,vas 
,vithout fOlmdation; and besides, "\Veitzel's hypothesis has 
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also this against it, that it makes the ÐtaTáEEIS offer a very 
strange compromise bet,veen the Easter usage of the "\Vesterns 
and that of the Asiatics,-a compromise 'v hich is found no- 
where else, and which the Audians would not have accepted. 
Epiphanius gives the follo,ving information upon the after- 
history of the Audians, and the duration of this sect of the 
Quartodecin1ans. As Audius was continually trying to spread 
his doctrine further, and as he had already gained both men 
and -women to his side,l the bishops complained of him to the 
Emperor, ,vho banished him to Scythia. S. Epiphanius does 
not say ho,v long he lived there; but he relates that he spread 
Christianity an10ng the Goths in the neighbourhood (probably 
those on the borders of the Black Sea); that he founded 
monasteries anlong them, ,vhich became celebrated for the 
austerity of their rules and the chastity of their n10nks; but 
that he continued to celebrate Easter according to his Iuethod, 
and to maintain his opinion about our likeness to God. The 
Audians sho,ved the same obstinacy in refusing to con1IDuni- 
cate ,vith other Christians, or to live even ,vith the most 
virtuous among then1. 'Vhat appears intolerable to S. Epi- 
phanius 2 is, that they ,vould not content theh1selves ,vith the 
general name of Christians, and that they united to it the name 
of a man in calling themselves .A1ldians. After the death of 
Audius, Uranius was their principal bishop in J\lesopotamia; but 
they had several bishops in the land of the Goths, among ,vholn 
Epiphanius mentions Sylvanus. After the death of U ranius and 
Sylvanus, the sect becan1e very small. 'Vith the other Chris- 
tians, they ,vere driven from the country of the Goths by the 
pagan king Athanarich (372). "They have also left our 
country," adds S. Epiphanius, "and their convent on 1\10unt 
Taurus (in the south of Asia Minor), as ,veIl as those in Pales- 
tine and Arabia, have been abandoned." S. Epiphanius con- 
cludes his notice ,vith the remark, that the nlunber of 1nen1bers 
of this party and of their monasteries ,yas very sll1all at the tÍlne 
when he ,vrote, that is, about the year 400 after Christ; and 
they then had only b,vo resorts, one in Chalcis, and the other in 
l\fesopotan1Ïa. It is hardly proba1le that the anthropon10rphic 
ulonks of Egypt could have had any connection ,vith the 
1 Epiphall. Hæ1'cs. c. 14 and c. 9. 2 Epiphan. c. 15. 
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Audians: the laws of the Emperors Theoc1osius II. and Valen- 
tinian III. prove that the latter still existed in the fifth century, 
for they were then reckoned among the heretics / but in the 
sixth century they altogether disappear. 
SEC. 40. Decision on the s'libject of the :ß[eletian Scl
ism. 
The third chief business of the Synod of Nicæa was to 
put an end to the lIIeletian schism., ,vhich had broken out some 
time before in Egypt, and must not be confused ,vith another 
l\ieletian schisll1 ,vhich agitated Antioch half a century later. 
The in1perfect connection, or rather the contradiction, ,vhich 
exists in the information furnished by the original documents, 
hardly allows us to deterIuine ,vhat ,vas the true origin of the 

íeletian schis1l1 of Egypt. These documents may be divided 
into four classes, as chief of ,vhich, on account of their import- 
ance, we lnust mention those discovered more than a century 
ago by Scipio Maffeï, in a,MS. belonging to the chapter of 
Verona, and printed in the third volume of his Observazioni 
lcttcTarie. 2 Routh after,vards reprinted them in his Reliquiæ 
sacræ. 3 
These documents are all in Latin, but they are evidently 
translated froln the Greek; and in order to be understood, 11lUSt 
often be re-translated into Greek. But that is not ahvays suffi- 
cient: in many places the text is so corrupt as to be perfectly 
unintelligible. The authenticity of these documents, ,vhich 
are three in nun1ber, has been doubted by no one, and their 
in1portance has been universally acknO'wlec1ged. The 1110st 
irnportant, the largest, and the most ancient of these pieces, 
is a letter ,vritten fron1 their dungeon by the four Egyptian 
bishops, Hesychius, Pachon1Ïus, Theodorus, and Phileas, to 

Ieletius himself. Eusebius relates that these four bishops 
,vere seized and martyred unc1er Diocletian. 4 J\iaffeï presumes 
that Phileas Bishop of Thn1uis, in Upper Egypt, ,vas the 
con1poser of this con1n10n letter, because this bishop is kno,vn 
else\vhere as a ,vriter,5 and is quoted by Eusebius and S. J eronle 


1 Codex Theod. I. xvi. vol. v. de H æret. 1. 65. 
2 Pp. 11-18 (1738). 3 Vol. iii. p. 381 sq. 
4 Euse b. lIist. Eccl. viii. 13. 
5 De ltIari!Jrzúu.r;. Cf. Euseb. His' Eccl. yíii. 10. 
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as a learned nlan. 1 'Vhat adds to the probability of this hypo- 
thesis, is the fact that in the letter in question Phileas is men- 
tioned the last, ,vhilst Eusebius and the Acts of tlLe JJlærtyrs, 
translated into Latin, mention him first, and represent hÎln as 
one of the most important men in Egypt. 2 Besides, this 
letter by Phileas, etc., ,vas evidently ,vritten at the com- 
nlencelnent of the sclúsm of l\ieletius, and before he had been 
formally separated from the Church; for the bishops gave 
hinl the name of clilcct
tS cO?n/jniniste')
 in DO'lì
ino. "They 
have," they say, "for some tinle heard vague runlours on the 
subject of J\1eletius: he ,vas accused of troubling the divine 
order and ecclesiastical l
ules. Quite recently these reports 
had been confirmed by a great number of ,vitnesses, so that 
they had been obliged to ,vrite this letter. It ,vas impossible 
for them to describe the general sadness and profound elllotion 
occasioned by the ordinations that Meletius had held in strange 
dioceses. He ,vas, ho,vever, acquainted ,vith the la,v, so ancient 
and so entirely in conformity ,vith divine and human right, 
'v hich forbids a bishop to hold an ordination in a strange diocese. 
But ,vithout respect to this law, or to the great bishop and 
father Peter (Archbishop of Alexandria), or for those ,vho .were 
in prison, he had brought everything into a state of confusion. 
Perhaps he ,vould say in self-justification, that necessity had 
obliged hÜn to act thus, because the parishes ,vere ,vithout 
pastors. But this allegation ,vas false, for they had instituted 
several 7ffpWOevTat and visitors; and in case of these being 
negligent, he should have brought the matter before the inl- 
prisoned bishops. In case they should have told him that 
these bishops "were already executed, he could easily have dis- 
covered if it ,vere so; and even supposing that the news of 
their death had been verified, his duty ,vas still to ask of the 
chief Father (Peter Archbishop of Alexandria) pernlÌssion to 
hold ordinations." Finally, the bishops recommended him to 
observe the holy rules. of the Church for the future. 
The second dOCUlllent is a short notice added by an ancient 
anonYIllous ,vriter to the preceding letter. It is thus ,vorded: 


1 Euseb. l.c. viii. 9, 10 ; Hieron. (Jatal. Script. Eccl. s.v. Phileas. 

 Euseb. l.c. viii. 9, 13; Baron. ad ann. 306, No. 52; Ruinart, Acta lI!art!Jr. 
iii. 157, ed. Aug. Vinùe!. 
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It 
Ieletius having received and read this letter, made no an- 
s,ver to it, nor did he go either to the imprisoned bishops or 
to Peter of Alexandria. After the death of these bishops as 
martyrs, he ,vent immediately to Alexandria, where he made 
partisans of t,vo intriguers, Isidore and Arius, who ,vished to 
beconle priests, and ,vere full of jealousy against their arch- 
bishop. They pointed out to him the t,vo visitors appointed 
by Archbishop Peter: Meletius excommunicated them, and 
appointed tw
o others in their place. When Arch bishop Peter 
was told of what ,vas passing, he addressed the follo,ving letter 
to the people of Alexandria." 
This letter is the third important document, and is thus 
worded: "Having learned that l\ieletius had no respect for 
the letter of the blessed bishops and martyrs (we perceive that 
IJhileas and his companions had been already executed), but 
that he has introduced hinlself into my diocese-that be has 
deposed those to ,vhom I had given authority, and consecrated 
others-I request you to avoid all communion ,vith him, until 
it is possible for nle to meet him ,vith some wise men, and to 
examine into this business." 
vVe will thus sum up what results from the analysis of 
these three documents:--- 
1st. Meletius, an Egyptian bishop (the other bishops call 
hÜn comminister) of Lycopolis in the Thebaïs (S. Athanasius 
gives us this latter information in his Apologia contra Arianos, 
No. 71), made use of the time ,vhen a great nunlber of bishops 
,vere in prison on account of their faith, in despite of all the 
rules of the Church, to hold ordinations in foreign dioceses, 
probably in those of the four bishops, Phileas, Hesychius, 
Theodorus, and Pàchomius. 
2cl. Nothing necessitated these ordinations; and if they 
had been really necessary, 
1:eletius ought to have asked per- 
mission to hold them from the imprisoned bishops, or, in case 
of their death, from Peter Archbishop of Alexandria. 
3d. None of thése three documents tell ,vhere Archbishop 
Peter ,vas at that time, but the second and third prove that 
he was not at Alexandria. They show also that he was not 
in1prisoned like his four colleagues, Phileas and the rest. 
Indeed, it was because Peter could not live at Alexandria that 
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he had authorized conlmissaries to represent him, but l\I
letius 
took advantage of his absence to bring trouble into this city 
also. 
Again, ,ve may conclude that Peter was not imprisoned: 
(a.) Even from the letter 'which he ,vrote, saying, "lIe 
would go hÜnself to Alexandria." 
(ß.) From the first as ,veIl as the second document putting 
a difference between his situation and that of the imprisoned 
bishops. 
(ry.) Finally, from these ,yords of Socrates :1 "During Peter's 
flight, on account of the persecution then raging, l\1eletius 
allo,yed himself to hold ordinations." We ,vill admit, in 
passing, the fact that Archbishop Peter, like Dionysius the 
Great and S. Cyprian, had fled during the persecution, and 
,vas absent frOln Alexandria, because it is of great importance 
in judging of the value of other infornlation from the sanle 
sources. 
4th. According to the second document, l\Ieletius despised 
the exhortations of the four imprisoned bishops, and ,vould 
not enter into relation either with them or with Archbishop 
Peter; and after the death of these bishops he ,vent himself 
to Alexandria, ,yhere he united ,vith Arius and Isidore, ex- 
communicated the episcopal visitors appointed by Peter, and 
ordained t,yO others. 
5th. Archbishop Peter, being informed of all these things, 
recommended from his retreat all the faithful not to com- 
municate ,vith l\feletius. 
The offence of l\1eletius, then, consisted in his having 
introduced himself ,vithout any right into other dioceses, and 
in having given holy orders. It ,vas not so much the neces- 
sity of the Church as his O'Vll arrogance and anlbition ,vhich 
Ï1npelled hinl to this step. Epiphanius 2 and Theodoret 3 
tell us that J\leletius came next in rank to the Bishop of 
.cUexandria, that he.,yas jealous of his prÜnate, and ,vished to 
profit by his absence, in order to make himself master and 
primate of Egypt. 
The second source of information upon the origin of the 


1 Socrat. Hist. Bccl. i. 24. 
3 Theod. Hær. fabul. iv. 7. 



 Epiph. Hæres. 68. 1. 
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Ieletians is composed of some expressions of S. Athanasius, 
and of the ecclesiastical historian Socrates. Athanasius, who 
had had much to do 'with the l\feletians.. says- 
(a.) In his Apology: 1 "The latter (Peter Archbishop of 
Alexandria) in a synodical asse111bly deposed 
1:elitius (Atha- 
nasius ahvays ,vrites MéÀ{TlOC;), ,vho had been convicted of 
nlany offences, and particularly of having offered sacrifice to 
idols. But Melitius did not appeal to another synod, neither 
did he try to defend himself; but he raised a schism, and to 
this day his follo,vers do not call themselves Christians, but 
1tlelitians. Shortly after,vards he began to spread invectives 
against the bishops, particularly against Peter, and subse- 
quently against Achillas and Alexander" (,vho ,vere Peter's 
t\VO in1n1ediate successors). 
(ß.) The sanle work of S. Athanasius 2 furnishes us also 
with the following information: "Fron1 the times of the 
bishop and martyr Peter, the Melitians have been schismatics 
and enelnies of the Church: they injured Bishop Peter, 
maligned his successor Achillas, and denounced Bishop Alex- 
ander to the Enlperor." 
(ry.) S. Athanasius in a third passage says:3 "The 
felitians 
are impelled by ambition and avarice." And:" They ,vere 
declared schisn1atics fifty-five years ago, and thirty-six years 
ago the Arians ,vere declared heretics." 
(8.) Finally, in a fourth passage: 4 "The Eusebians l{new 
well hO"w the 1\ielitians had behaved against the blessed 
martyr Peter, then against the great Achillas, and finally 
against Alexander of blessed n1emory." 
Socrates agrees so ,yell in all concerning the 
Ieletians 
,vith ,vhat Athanasius says, that it 111ight be supposed that 
Socrates had only copied Athanasius. ó 
Here is an epitome of the facts given by both: 
1. They accuse 1\Ieletius of having offered sacrifice to the 
gods during the persecution. The three documents analysed 
above do not say a word of this apostasy, neither does Sozomen 
Inention it; and S. Epiphanius gives such praises to Meletius J 


1 Contra A'i"ianos, n. 59. 2 Apologia contra Arianos, No. II. 
3 Athanas. ad episc. Ægypti et Libyæ, c. 22. 4IÐi.d. c. 
3. 
ð Socrat. Hist. Eeel. Í. 6, p. 14, ed. l\Iog. 
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that certainly he did not even suspect hiIn of this apostasy. 
It may also be said ,vith some reason, that such consideration 
would not have been sho,vn to J\feletius and his foIlo\vers 
by the Synod of Nicæa if he had really offered sacrifice to 
idols. l 
On the other hand, it cannot be admitted that S. Athana- 
sius should have kno'wingly accused 1\1eletius of a crÌ1lle ,vhich 
he had not committed. The '\vhole character of this great man 
is opposed to such a supposition; and besides, the COl1llnonest 
prudence ,vould have induced him to avoid making an accu- 
sation which he kne,v to be false, in a public ,york against 
declared adversaries. It is much nlore probable that such 
reports were really circulated about 1\1eletius, as other bishops, 
e.g. Eusebius of Cæsarea, ,vere subjected to the like calumny. 
"\Vhat may perhaps have occasioned these runl01US about 
Meletius, is the fact that for some tinle 2 this bishop ,vas 
able to traverse Egypt ,vithout being arrested, and ordained 
priests at Alexandria and else"where; whilst bishops, priests, 
and deacons who \vere firIn in the faith ,vere thro,vn into 
prison, and shed their blood for their holy faith. 
2. Athanasius and Socrates reproach 1\1eletius with having 
despised, calumniated, and persecuted the Bishops of Alexan- 
dria, Peter, Achil1as, and Alexander. 
3. By comparing the expressions of S. At11ftnasius ,vith the 
original documents analysed above, ,ve are able to determine 
almost positively the period of the birth of the 1\1eletian 
schism. Athanasius, indeed, agrees v1Ìth the three original 
documents, in affirming that it broke out during the episcopate 
of Peter, who occupied the throne of Alexandria froln the year 
300 to 311. S. Athanasius gives us a nluch nlore exact date 
when he says that the Meletians had been declared schismatics 
fifty-five years before. Unfortunately ,ve do not kno'w in 
'\vhat year he wrote the ,york in ,vhich he gives this in for- 
11lation. It is true that S. Athanasius adds these ,yords to 
the text already quoted: "For thirty-six years the Arians 
have been declared heretics." If S. Athanasius is alluding 
to the condemnation of Arianisnl by the Council of Nicæa, 
I "\Valell, Ketzergesch. Thl. iv. S. 391 f. 
J Epiphallius says that he was subsequently imprisoned in 11is turn. 
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he must have ,vritten this work in 361, that is to say, thirty
 
six years after the year 325, ,vhen the Council of Nicæa 
,vas held; 1 but others, and particularly the learned Benedic- 
tine J\1ontfaucon, reckon these thirty-six years from the year 
320, ,vhen the heresy of Arius ,vas first condelnned by the 
Synod of Alexandria. According to this calculation, Atha- 
nasius nU1.st have ,vritten his Epistola ad Episcopos Æ[J!Jpl-i 2 
in 356. These t,vo dates, 356 and 361, give us 301 or 306 
as the date of the origin of the schism of l\leletius, since it 
,vas fifty-five years before 356 or 361, according to S. Atha- 
nasius, that the J\leletians ,vere condenlned. "\Ve have there- 
fore to choose bet\veen 301 and 306 ; but we must not forget 
that, according to the original documents, this schism broke 
out during a terrible persecution against the Christians. N o 'v, 
as Diocletian's persecution did not begin to rage in a cruel 
manner until between the years 303 and 305, ,ve are led to 
place the origin of this schisnl about the year 304 or 305. 
4. Our second series of original authorities do not say that 

Ieletius ordained priests in other dioceses, but S. Athanasius 
mentions that "l\feletius was convicted of many offences." 
'Ve may suppose that he intended an allusion to these ordi- 
nations, and consequently it would be untrue to say that 
Athanasius and the original documents are at variance. 
5. Neither can it be objected that S. Athanasius men- 
tions a condemnation of J\1eletius by a synod of Egyptian 
bishops, ,vhilst the original documents say nothing about it, 
for these docunlents refer only to the first COlnmencement of 
the l\leletian schism. Sozomen, besides, is agreed upon this 
point ,vith S. Athanasius, in the main at least. He says:3 
" Peter Archbishop of Alexandria excommunicated the Mele- 
tians, and ,vould not consider their baptism to be valid; 
Arius blanled the bishop for this severity." It must be 
acknowledged that, according to the right opinion respecting 
heretical baptisln, the archbishop ,vas here too severe; but 
also it nlust not be forgotten that the question of the validity 


1 See a'bove, sec. 10. 
2 Cf. his Admonitio to this letter in Opera Athanas. vol. i. 1, p. 212, ed. 
Patav. Cf. Walch, Kétzer[Jesclt. Thl. iv. S. 381 f., Thl. ii. S. 421. 
3 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. i. 15. 
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of baptislll adn1inistered by heretics was not raised until later. 
and received no complete and definite solution till 314, at the 
Council of Arles. 
Up to this point, the documents ,vhif' h we have consulted 
have nothing ,vhich is mutually contradictory; but ,ve can- 
not say as much of the account given us of the J\Ieletian 
schism by S. Epiphanius. 1 He says: "In Egypt there exists 
a party of l\1:eletians, ,vhich takes its name from a bishop of 
the ThebaÏs called ME^,
TLO
. This n1an was orthodox, and 
in what concerns the faith did not at all separate from the 
Church. . . . He raised a schism, but he did not alter the 
faith. During the persecution he ,vas imprisoned ,vith Peter, 
the holy bishop and martyr (of Alexandria), and ,vith others. 
. . . He had precedence of the other Egyptian bishops, and 
came immediately after Peter of Alexandria, ,vhose auxiliary 
he was. . . . l\1:any Christians had fallen during the perse- 
cution, had sacrificed to idols, and no,v entreated the con- 
fessors and martyrs to have compassion on their repentance. 
Some of these penitents were soldiers; others belonged to the 
clerical order. These ,vere priests, deacons, etc. There was 
then much hesitation and even confusion among the maTtyrs : 
for son1e said that the lapsi should not be admitted to peni- 
tence, because this ready adnlission might shake the faith of 
others. The defenders of this opinion had good reasons for 
then1. We must number among these defenders l\Ieletius, 
Peleus, and other martyrs and confessors: all wished that 
they should a,vait the conclusion of the persecution before 
adlnitting the lapsi to penitence. They also delnanded that 
those clergy ,vho had fallen should no longer exercise the 
functions of their office, but for the rest of their lives should 
remain in lay con1munion." The holy Bishop Peter, mer- 
ciful as he ever ,vas, then made this request: "Let us receive 
them if they manifest repentance; ,ve 'will give theIll a pen- 
ance to be able after\vards to reconcile them \vith the Church. 
We \vill not refuse them nÇ>r the clergy either, so that shame 
and the length of time may not Ünpel them to cOD1plete per- 
dition." Peter and Meletius not agreeing upon this point, a 
division arose between then1; and \vhen Archbishop Peter 
1 Epiph. Hæres. 68. 1-4. 
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perceived that his merciful proposition ,vas fornlally set aside 
by J\leletius and his party, he hung his mantle in the middle 
of the dungeon as a sort of curtain, and sent word by a 
deacon: ""\Vhoever is of my opinion, let him come here; 
and let .whoso holds that of l\Ieletius go to the other side." 
l\Iost passed over to the side of 1\leletius, and only a few to 
Peter. From this tinle the two parties ,yere separate in their 
prayers, their offerings, and their ceremonies. Peter after- 
,yards suffered martyrdom, and the Archbishop Alexander 
,vas his successor. Meletius ,vas arrested ,vith other con- 
fessors, and condemned to ,york in the mines of Palestine.! 
On his ,yay to exile Meletius did what he had before done in 
prison,-ordained bishops, priests, and deacons, and founded 
churches of his O'Vll, because his party and that of Peter 
,volùd not have comnlunion with each other. The successors 
of Peter called theirs the Catholic Church, whilst the l\Iele- 
tians named theirs the Church of the.l\lartyrs. l\Ieletius went 
to Eleutheropolis, to Gaza, and to Aelia (J erusalem), and 
everywhere ordained clergy. He must have re111ained a long 
time in the mines; and there also his follo,vers and those of 
Peter ,vould not communicate together, and assembled in 
different places for prayer. At last they were all delivered. 
J\leletius still lived a long tinle, and ""as in friendly relations 
,vith Alexander, the successor of Bishop Peter. He occupied 
hinlself much ,vith the preservation of the faith. l\leletius 
lived at Alexandria, where he had a church of his o,vn. It 
,vas he ,vho first denounced the heresy of Arius to Bishop 
Alexander. 
We see that Epiphanius gives the history of the Meletian 
schisrn in quite a different way from S. Athanasius and the 
original documents. According to him, the origin of this 
schisnl ,vas the disagreernent between J\!leletius and Peter on 
the subject of the admission of the lapsi, and particularly 
about the clergy ,vho had fallen. In this business l\leletius 
had not been so severe as the N ovatians, but more so than 
his archbishop, ,vho had shnwn too much Inercy,-so much 
so that the right appeared to be undoubtedly on his side. In 
order to explain this contrast, it has often been supposed that 
1 Cf. Euseb. de Martyr. Palæst. c. 7. 
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EpiI)hanius took a notice composed by a Meletian as the 
foundation of his o'wn account, and that he ,vas thus led to 
treat Meletius much too favourably. But it seems to me 
that it may be eXplained nlore satisfactorily. S. Epiphanius 
relates, that on his ,yay to the nlines, l\Ieletius founded a 
Church for his party at Eleutheropolis. N O\V Eleutheropolis 
,vas the native country of S. Epiphanius, consequently he 
nlust have kno-wn many of the l\1eletians personally in his 
youth. These fellow-countrymen of S. Epiphanius \vould 
doubtless Inake him acquainted ,vith the ol'igin of their party, 
placing it in the nlost favourable light; and subsequently S. 
Epiphanius ,vould give too favourable an account of them in 
his ,vork. 
It nlay now be as1{ed, What is the historical value of S. 
Epiphanius' history 1 I kno\v that very many Church his- 
torians have decided in its favour, and against Athanasius; 
but since the discovery of original documents, this opinion is 
no longer tenable, and it must be ackno,vledged that S. 
Epiphanius ,vas mistaken on the principal points.! 
a. According to Epiphanius, Meletius ,vas imprisoned at 
the sanle time as Peter. N o,v the original docunlents prove 
that, at the time of the commencement of the schism, neither 
Peter nor :I\leletius was in prison. 
b. According to S. Epiphanius, Bishop Peter of Alexan- 
dria ,vas too nlerciful to\vards the lapsi; but the penitential 
canons of this bishop present him in quite another light, and 
prove that he kne,v ho\v to keep a ,vise middle course, and 
to proportion the penance to the sin. 2 He ,vho had borne 
torture for a long tiIl1e before allo\ving hiInself to be con- 
quered by the feebleness of the flesh, 'vas to be less severely 
punished than he \vho had only resisted for a very short time. 
The slave ,vho, by order of his nlaster, and in his stead, had 
sacrificed to idols, ,vas only punished by a year of ecclesias- 
tical penance, \vhilst his master 'vas subjected to a penance 
of three years (canons 6 and 7). The tenth canon particu- 
larly forbids that deposed priests should be restored to their 


1 An entirely contrary opinion to ours has been expressed by Walch, l.c. ThI. 
iv. S. 378. 
2 
Iansi, i. 1270, can. 1, 2, 3, 5. 
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cures, and that anything but lay con1munion should be granted 
to them. Peter therefore here teaches exactly ,vhat S. Epi- 
phanius supposes to be the opinion of J\leletius, and ,vhat, 
according to hi111, Peter refused to admit. 
c. S. Epiphanius is mistaken again, when he relates that 
Peter ,vas martyred in prison, as the original documents, and 
S. Athanasius, ,vho had the opportunity of 
no,ving the facts, 
tell us that Peter left his retreat, and excommunicated 
J\Ieletius in a synod. 
d. ...L\..ccording to S. Epiphanius, Alexander was the im- 
Inediate successor of Bishop Peter, whilst in reality it was 
Achillas ,vho succeeded Peter, and Alexander succeeded him. 
e. Finally, according to S. Epiphallius, the schismatic 
l\Ieletius, although having a separate church at Alexandria, 
,yas on the best terms with Archbishop Alexander, and de- 
nounced the heresy of Arius to him; but the ,vhole conduct 
of l\1eletius to-wards the Archbishop of Alexandria, and the 
part taken by the J\Ieletians in the Arian heresy, give much 
more credibility to the assertion of S. Athanasius. Meletius, 
according to him, despised and persecuted Bishop Alexander, 
as he had before done his predecessors on the throne of 
Alexandria. 
We have exhausted the three sources of information already 
n1entioned. Those remaining for us to consult have neither 
the importance, nor the antiquity, nor the historical value of 
the three first. Among these documents there are, however, 
t,vo short accounts by Sozomen and Theodoret,1 ,vhich deserve 
consideration, and ,vhich agree very well with the original docu- 
ments, and in part ,vith ,vhat is said by S. Athanasius. vVe 
have already made use of these accounts. As for S. Augustine, 
he mentions the l\ieletians only casually, and says nothing as 
to the origin of the sect; besides, he must have had before 
him the account of Epiphanius. 2 
The great il11portance of the Meletian schism decided the 
Council of Nicæa to notice it, especially as, in the Emperor's 
mind, the principal object of the Council was to restore peace 
to the Church. Its decision on this matter has been preserved 
1 Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9, and Ifæret. fabul. iv. 7. 
2 Augustine, de Hæres. c. 48; 'Valch, l.c. S. 358, 362, 366. 
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to us in the synodical letter of the Egyptian bishops,1 etc., 
\vho speak in these terms of the l\leletian schism, after having 
treated of the heresy of Arius: "It has also been necessary 
to consider the question of l\:feletius and those ordained by 
hinl; and we wish to make kno.wn to you, beloved brethren, 
w hat the Synod has decided upon this matter. The Synod 
desired, above all things, to sho\v nlercy; and seeing, on 
carefully considering all things, that l\Ieletius does not deserve 
consideration, it has been decided that he should renlain in 
his city, but ,vithout having any authority there, and ,vithout 
the po,ver of ordination, or of selecting the clergy" He is 
also forbidden to go into the neighbourhood or into any other 
to,vn for such an object. Only the sinlple title of bishop 
should remain to him; and as for the clergy ordained by 
hiJn, it is necessary to lay hands upon thenl again,2 that they 
may after,vards be adlnitted to connnunion ,vith the Church, 
to give them their ,york, and to restore to them the honours 
which are their due; but in all dioceses ,vhere these clergy 
are located, they should ahvays come after the clergy ordained 
by Alexander. As for those 'v ho, by the grace of God and 
by their prayers, have been preserved from all participation 
in the schism, and have renlained inviolably attached to the 
Catholic Church, ,vithout giving any cause for dissatisfaction, 
they shall preserve the right of taking part in all ordinations, 
of presenting such and such persons for the office of the 
nlinistry, and of doing whatever the la,vs and econoiny of 
the Church allO\v. If one of these clergy should die, his 
place may be supplied by one ne,vly adl11Ïtted (that is to say, 
a Meletian); but on the condition that he should appear 
worthy, that he should be chosen by the people, and that 
the Bishop of Alexandria should hav-e given his consent to 
such election." These stipulations \vere to be applied to all 
the l\Ieletians. There ,vas, ho,vever, an exception nlade ,vith 
1\leletius, that is to say, that the rights and prerogatives of a 
bishop \vere not retained to hilu, because they ,veIl kne\v his 


1 In 80Cl"at. Hist. Eccles. i. 9; Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9; Gelasius, l. c. lib. 
Ü. c. 33. 
2 That is to say, t1u1.t the ordinatiol) was not to be repeated, but simply made 
valid. Cf. Tillemont, ß-lémoires, etc., vol. vi. note 12, sur le Condle de .ltTicée. 
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incorrigible habit of putting everything in disorder, and also 
his precipitation. Therefore, that he might not continue to 
do as he had done before. the Council took from hun all 
power and authority. 
"This is .what particularly concerns Egypt and the Church 
of Alexandria. If any other decree has been made in the 
presence of our dear brother of Alexandria, he ,viII acquaint 
you ,vith it ,vhen he returns amongst you; for in all that the 
Synod has done, he has been a guide and a feIIo,v-worker." 
It ,vas probably on account of the Meletians, and to cut 
short the pretensions of Meletius, ,vho desired to ,vithdra-\y 
himself from the authority of the Patriarch of Alexandria, and 
to set himself up as his equal,! that the Synod of Nicæa made 
this plain declaration in its sixth canon: "The ancient order 
of things must be Inaintained in Egypt, in Libya, and in 
Pentapolis; that is to say, that the Bishop of Alexandria shall 
continue to hãve authority over the other bishops, having the 
same relation as exists ,vith the Bishop of Rome. The ancient 
rights of the Churches shall also be protected, whether at 
Antioch or in the other bishoprics. It is evident, that if one 
should become a bishop ,vithout the consent of his metro- 
politan, he could not, according to the order of the great 
Synod, retain this dignity; but if, from a pure spirit of 
contradiction, two or tþ.ree should oppose an election ,vhich 
the unanimity of all the others renders possible and legal, in 
such a case the majority must carry the day." 2 
The Synod had hoped to gain the l\leletians by gentleness; 
but it succeeded so little, that after the Nicene Synod they 
became more than ever enemies to the Church, and by uniting 
,vith the Arians, did a thousand times more harm than they 
had don
 before. Also, in speaking of this adn1Ïssion of the 
Meletians into the Church, decreed by the Council of Nicæa, 
S. Athanasius rightly said, " Would to God it had never taken 
place !" 3 In the same passage we learn from S. Athanasius, 
that in order to execute the decree of the Council of Nicæa, 
Alexander begged J\leletius to give him a list of all the bishops, 
1 Theodor. II æret. labul. iv. 7. 
2 :Mansi, ii. 670 ; Ranl. i. 326. 
3 .Apologia contra .Aria'ltos, c. 71; Opp. i. 1. 148- 
Z 
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priests, and deacons ",rho formed his party. Alexander ,vished 
to prevent lVleletius from hastening to n1ake ne,v ordinations, 
to sell holy orders for money, and thus to fill the Church ,vith 
a multitude of unwrorthy clergy, abusing the mercy of the 
Council of Nicæa. l\Ieletius relnitted, indeed, the desired list 
to the Archbishop of Alexandria, and subsequently Athanasius 
inserted it in his Apologia against the Arians. vVe see from 
it that the J\Ieletians nUlnbered in Egypt t\venty-nine bishops, 
including l\Ieletius; and at Alexandria, four priests, three 
deacons, and a n1Îlitary ahnoner. 1Ieletius himself gave this 
list to Alexander, ,vho doubtless made these ordinations valid, 
in obedience to the Council of Nicæa. 1 
According to the ordinance of Nicæa, Meletius remained in 
n his city," Lycopolis; but after the death of Bishop Alexander, 
through the mediation of Eusebius of Nicomedia, that alliance 
,vas entered into bet,veen the l\1:eletians and the AriaIis ,vhich 
,vas so unfortunate for the Church, and particularly for S. 
Athanasius, in ,vhich l\Ieletius took part. 2 It is not known 
,vhen he died. He non1Ïnated as his successor his friend. 
John, ,vho, after being maintained in his office by the 
Euse bians at the Council of Tyre in 335, ,vas driven into 
exile by the Emperor Constantine. 3 The best kno,vn of the 
l\Ieletians are-Bishop Arsenius, ,vho, it is said, had had one 
hand cut off by S. Athanasius; Bishop Callinicus of Pelusiun)J 
ViTho at the Council of Sardica ,vas a decided adversary of S. 
Athanasius; the hermit Paphnutius, ,vho must not be mis- 
taken for the bishop of the same name ,vho at the Council of 
Kicæa ,vas the defender of the marriage of priests;4 and the 
pretended priest Ischyras, who ,vas among the principal ac- 
cusers and most bitter enemies of S. Athanasius. We shall 
afterwards have occasion to speak of the part tak
n by the 

leletians in the troubles excited by the heresy of Arius; 
suffice it here to say, that this schism existed in Egypt until 


1 Athanas. l.c. c. 72. The above shows that S. Epiphallius was mistaken in 
supposing (Hæres. 68. 3) that 
Ieletius was dead before the Nicene Council. "\Ve 
eannot, however, be sure that he was present in person there. Cf. 'Valch, l.c. 
S. 390. . 
2 Athanas. Apologia, c. 59; Epiphan. Hæres. 68. 6; Theodor. Hist. Eccl. 
i. 26. 
3 Sozom. ii. 31. 'Tillem. l. c. vi. 100. 
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the nliddle of the fifth century, as is attested by Socrates and 
Theodoret, both contemporaries. 1 The latter mentions espe- 
cially some very superstitious l\1:eletian monks ,vho practised 
the Jewish ablutions. 2 But after the middle of the fifth cen- 
tury, the l\1:eletians altogether disappear from history. 


SEC. 41. NÚmber of the Nicene Canons. 
The Synod of Nicæa also set forth a certain number of 
canons or prescriptions on discipline; but there has been 
much discussion as to the number. We give here our opinion 
upon this question, which ,ve have before discussed in the 
Tübinger Tlwologische Qltartalschrift. 3 
Let us see first what is the testimony of those Greek and 
Latin authors ,vho lived about the time of the Council, con- 
cerning the number. · 
a. The first to be consulted among the Greek authors is 
the learned Theodoret, ,vho lived about a century after the 
Council of Nicæa. He says, in his History of the Ohurch: 4 
" After the condemnation of the Arians, the bishops assembled 
once more, and decreed twenty canons on ecclesiastical dis- 
cipline." 
b. T\venty years later, Gelasius Bishop of Cyzicus, after 
much research into the most ancient documents, wrote a his- 
tory of the Nicene Council. 5 Gelasius also says expressly 
that the Council decreed twenty canons; and, what is more 
important, he gives the original text of these canons exactly in 
the same order, and according to the tenor ,vhich we find 
elsewhere. 6 
c. Rufinus is more ancient than these t,vo historians. He 
'was born near the period when the Council of Nicæa ,vas held, 
and about half a century after he ,vrote his celebrated history 
of the Church, in ,vhich he inserted a Latin translation of 
the Nicene canons. Rufinus also knew only of these twenty 
canons; but as he has divided the sixth and the eighth into 


1 Socrat. Hist. Eecl. i. 8, p. 38, ed. Mog. ; Theodor. Hist. Eccles. i. 9, p. 32, 
eù. 1\1 og. 
2 Theodor. Hæret. fabul. iv. 7. 3 1851, Heft i. S. 49 if. 
4, Theodor. lib. i. c. 8. 5 See above sec. 23. 
6 Lib. ii. c. 30 and 31 ; in Hard. i. 430 sqq. 
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t,vo parts, he has given twenty-two canons, ,vhich are exactly 
the same as the twenty furnished by the other historians.! 
d. The famous discussion between the African bishops and 
the Bishop of Rome, on the subject of appeals to Rome, gives 
us a very important testimony on the true number of the 
Nicene ca.nons. 2 The presbyter Apiarius of Sicca in Africa, 
having been deposed for TI1any crin1es, appealed to Rome. 
Pope Zosin1us (417-418) took the appeal into consideration, 
sent legates to Mrica; and to prove that he had the right to 
act thus, he quoted a canon of the Council of Nicæa, contain- 
ing these words: "'Vhen a bishop thinks he has been un- 
justly deposed by his colleagues, he n1ay appeal to Rome, and 
the ROlllan bishop shall have the business decided by judices 
in paTtib'tts." The canon quoted by the Pope does not belong 
to the Council of Nicæa, as he affiu11ed; it ,vas the fifth canon 
of the Council of Sardica (the seventh in the Latin version). 
What explains the error of Zosin1us is, that in the ancient 
copies 3 the canpns of Nicæa and Sardica are written consecu- 
tively, ,vith the san1e figures, and under the common title of 
canons of the Council of Nicæa; and Zosimus might optÍ1na 
fide fall into an error which he shared with n1any Greek 
authors, his contemporaries, ,vho also n1Ïxed the canons of 
Nicæa ,vith those of Sardica. 4 The African bishops not find- 
ing the canon quoted by the Pope either in their Greek or 
in their Latin copies, in vain consulted also the copy 'W hich 
Bishop Cecilian, ,vho had hin1self been present at the Council 
of Nicæa, had brought to Carthage. õ The legates of the Pope 
then declared that they did not rely upon these copies, and 
they agreed to send to Alexandria and to Constantinople to 
ask the patriarchs of these t,vo cities for authentic copies of 
the canons of the Council of Nicæa. The African bishops 


1 Rufinus, IIist. Eccl. lih. x. 6 of the entire wor]c, or i. 6 of HIe continuation. 
2 Spittler (Gesalnrn. JVerke) relates all this in d
tai1. BJ. viii. S. 158 ff. Cf. 
also Ballerini, Opp. S. Leonis !II. ii. 358; and Tübi71[Jer Quærtalscltrift, 182;), 
S. 39. 
3 "\Ye håve still the proof of this in very ancient :MSS. Cf. Ballerini, cl
 .Antt- 
q1lis Collectionibus etc. Canonum, p. 380; Constant. Diss. de Antiquis Canonu1JI 
Collect. in Gallanù. de Vetustis Canonwn Coll. i. 78. 
4 cr. Ballerini, de AntifJuis Collect. in GaIIanJ. l.c. p. 289. 
Ð !II ansi, iv. 406 sq. c. 9; HarJ. l. c. i. 1244, c. 9. 
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desired in tI1eir turn that Pope Boniface should take the san1e 
step (Pope Zosin1us had died meanwhile in 418), that he 
should ask for copies from the Archbishops of Constantinople, 
Alexandria, and Antioch.! Cyril of Alexandria and Atticns 
of Constantinople, indeed, sent exact and faithful copies of the 
Creed and canons of Nicæa; and two learned men of Constan- 
tinople, Theilo and Thearistus, even translated these canons 
into Latin. 2 Their translation has been preserved to us in the 
acts of the sixth Council of Carthage, and it contains only 
the t,ventyordinary canons. 3 It might be thought at first 
sight that it contained twenty-one canons; but on closer con- 
sideration ,ve see, as Hardouin has proved, that this t,venty- 
first article is nothing but an historical notice appended to the 
Nicene canons by the Fathers of Carthage. It is conceived in 
these tenl1s: "After the bishops had decreed these rules at 
Nicæa, and after the holy Council had decided ,vhat ,vas the 
ancient rule for the celebration of Easter 
 peace and unity 
of faith were re-established bet,veen the East and the West. 
This is 'v hat ,ve (the African bishops) have thought it right to 
add according to the history of the Church." 4 
The bishops of Africa despatched to Pope Boniface the 
copies ,vhich had been sent to them from Alexandria and 
Constantinople, in the month of November 419; and subse- 
quently in their letters to Celestine 1. (423-432), successor 
to Boniface, they appealed to the text of these documents.:> 
c. All the ancient collections of canons, either in Latin or 
Greek, composed in the fourth, or quite certainly at least in 
the fifth century, agree in giving only these bventy canons to 
Nicæa. The 1110st ancient of these collections ,vere made in 
the Greek Church, and in the course of time a very great 
number of copies of them ,vere ,vritten. J\Iany of these copies 
have descended to us; many libraries .possess copies: thus 
J\lontfaucon enumerates several in his Bibliothcca CoÙliniana. 
Fabricius makes a similar catalogue of the copies in his 


1 1\Iansi, iii. 834; Hard. i. 943. 2 l\Iansi, iv. 407; Hard. i. 1246. 
3 l\Iansi, iv. 407; Harù. i. 1245. 
4 :Mansi (iv. 414) has also remarked that this pJlrabe did not proceed from the 
Fathers of the Council of Nicæa. 
5.Mansi, iii. 834-839 ; Harù. i. 943;-9
O. 
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Bibliotheca G?'CCCa 1 to those found in the libraries of Turin, 
Florence, Venice, Oxford, Mosco'w, etc. ; and he adds that these 
copies also contain the so-called apostolic canons, and those 
of the most ancient councils. 
The French bishop John Tilius presented to Paris, in 1540,2 
a MS. of one of these Greek collections as it existed in the 
ninth century. It contains exactly our t,venty canons of 
Nicæa, besides the so-called apostolic canons, those of Ancyra,3 
etc. Elias Ehinger published a new edition at "\Vittemberg in 
1614, using a second MS. which was found at Augsburg;4 
but the Roman collection of the Councils had before given, in 
1608, the Greek text of the t,venty canons of Nicæa. This 
text of the Roman editors, ,vith the exception of some insig- 
nificant variations, was exactly the san1e as that of the edition 
of Tilius. Neither the learned Jesuit Sirmond nor his coad- 
jutors have mentioned what Inanuscripts ,vere consulted in 
preparing this edition; probably they,vere manuscripts dra,vn 
from several libraries, and particularly from that of the 
Vatican. D The text of this Roman edition passed into all 
the follow.ing collections, even into those of Hardouin and 
1\1ansi; ,vhile J us tell in his Bibliothcca ilW
is Canonici, and 
Beveridge in his Synodicon (both of the eighteenth century), 
give a sOlne"what different text, also collated from MSS., and 
very similar to the text given by Tilius. Bruns, in his recent 
Bibliotheca Ecclesiastica, 6 con1pares the bvo texts. N ow all 
these Greek MSS., consulted at such different times, and by 
all these editors, ackno,vledge only t,venty canons of Nicæa
 
and ahvays the same twenty ,vhich we possess. 
The Latin collections of the canons of the Councils also 
give the same resnlt,-for example, the n10st ancient and the 
most remarkable of all, the Prisca,7 and that of Dionysius the 
Less, ,vhich 'vas collected about the year 500. The testi- 


1 Ed. Harless, xii. 148 sq. Cf. Ballerini, l.c. p. 253. 
2 One volume in quarto. 3 Fabricius, l.c. p.196. 4 Fabricius, l.c. p. 197. 
5 See the preface ,,,hich Sirmond wrote for this edition, and the index to the 
first volume of the Roman collection. This preface is also printed in the works 
of Sirmond-Sirmondi Opera, iv. 437, ed. Venet. 1728. 
6 i. 14 sq. 
7 It is true that the Prisca (Mansi, vi. 1114) seems to give twenty-one canons 
of Nicæa, but that is because it divides canon 19 into two. 
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mony of. this latter collection is the more important for the 
number t,venty, as Dionysius refers to the Græca auctol'itas. 1 
f Among the later Eastern ,vitnesses we may further 
mention Photius, Zonaras, and Balsamon. Photius, in his 
Oollcction oj the Oanons, and in his NO'Jnocanon, as well as the 
two other ,vriters in their commentaries upon the canons of 
the ancient Councils, quote only and kno,v only of t,venty 
canons of Nicæa, and ahvays those which we possess. 2 
g. The Latin canonists of the middle ages also ackno,v- 
ledge only these t,venty canons of Nicæa. We have proof of 
this in the celebrated Spanish collection, ,vhich is generally 
but erroneously attributed to S. Isidore (it was composed at 
the commencement of the seventh century3), and in that of 
Adrian (so called because it was offered to Charles the Great 
by Pope Adrian I.). The celebrated Hincmar Archbis110p of 
Rheims, the first canonist of the ninth century,4 in his turn 
attributes only t\venty canons to the Council of Nicæa; and 
even the pseudo-Isidore assigns it no more. 
In the face of these numerous and important testimonies 
from the Greek Church and the Latin, which are unanimous 
in recognising only twenty canons of Nicæa, and exactly 
those which have been handed down to US,1\"'e cannot con- 
sider authentic the Latin letter ,vhich is pretended to have 
been written to Pope J\1arcus by S. Athanasius, in which it is 
said that the Council of Nicæa promulgated first of all forty 
Greek canons, then t,venty Latin canons, and that afterwards 
the Council reasselnbled, and unitedly ordained these seventy 
canons:'> A tradition, erroneously established in the East, 
may have caused this letter to be accepted. 'V e know
 
indeed, that in some Eastern countries it ,vas believed that 
the Council of Nicæa had promulgated this number of canons, 


1 Cf. :M:ansi, ii. 678 ; and Ballerini, l.c. p. 473. 
2 In Justell, l.c. ii. 793, 813 sq.; Beveridge, Synod. vol. i. 
3 Cf. Ballerini, l.c. p. 512; Walter, Kirchenrecltt, 11 Aufi. S. 151. The 
Spanish collection was edited at :Madrid in 1821. 
4 Justen, l.c. Præf. p. 9. 
5 See Athanasii Opp. ed. Bened. Patav. ii. 599. The learned Benedictine 

lontfaucon says (l.c. p. 597), speaking of this letter, and of some others which 
are also spurious: Sane commentis sunt et mendaciis respersæ exque variï. 
locis consarcinatæ, ut ne umbram quidem 'ì')I'1Ø'IÓT'1'1'tJ) referant. 
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and some collections do contain seventy. Happily, since the 
sixteenth century ,ve have been in possession of these pre- 
tended canons of Nicæa; ,ve can therefore judge theln ,vith 
certainty. 
The first .who made them kno,yn in the West ,vas the 
Jesuit J. Baptista ROlnanus, who, having been sent to Alex- 
andria by Pope Paul IV., found an Arabic MS. in the house 
of the patriarch of that city, containing eighty canons of 
the Council of Nicæa. 1 He copied the 1\IS., took his copy to 
Rome, and translated it into Latin, ,vith the help. of George 
of Danlascus, a J\Iaronite archbishop. The leal'ned Jesuit 
Francis Turrianus interested himself in this discovery, and 
had the translation of Father Baptista revised and inlproved 
by a merchant of Alexandria ,vho ,vas in Rome. About the 
sanle tinle another Jesuit, Alphonso Pisanus, composed a 
Latin history of the Council of Nicæa, with the help of the 
work Jf Gelasius of Cyzicus, which had just been discovered; 
and a1j his request Turrianus communicated to hinl the Latin 
translation of the Arabic canons. Pisanus received thenl into 
his ,vork. 2 In the first edition 3 the testimony of the pre- 
tended letter of S. Athanasius to J\Iarcus caused him to reduce 
the eighty canons to seventy; but in the subsequent editions 
he renounced this abbreviation, and published all the eighty 
canons in the order of the Arabic 1\IS. It .was in this way 
that the Latin translation of the eighty so-called Arabic 
canons of Nicæa passed into the other collections of the 
CouncHs, particularly into that of Venice and of Binius. 
Sonle nlore recent collections, ho,vever, adopted the text of 
a later translation, ,vhich Turrianus had nlade. 
Shortly after the first edition of Alphonso Pisanus ap- 
peared, Turrianus made the acquaintance of a young con- 
verted Turk called Paul Ursinus, ,vho knew Arabic yery 
well, and understood Latin and Italian. Turrianus confided 
to him a fresh translation of the eighty Arabic canons. 
Ursinus, in prepp,ring it, made use of ailother ancient Arabian 


1 This MS. was subsequently bouglÜ by Joseph Simon Assemani of the Coptic 
patriarch J o11n ; it is no,"," in the Vatican Library. Cf. Angelo l\Iai, P:ræf. p. 5 
to the tenth volume of his SC'J"ipt01"U1n vet. nova Collectio. 
2 Lib. iii 3 Dilling 1572. 
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:MS., discovered in the library of Pope 1Iarcellus II. (1555). 
This second 1\1S. agreed so ,veIl with that of Alexandria, that 
they might both be taken for copies from one and the same 
OrIgInal. Turrianus published this n10re accurate transla- 
tion in 1578. lIe accolnpanied it with notes, and added a 
Proë'lniu'ln, in ,vhich he tried to prove that the Council of 
Nicæa promulgated more than Þ.venty' canons.! All the collec- 
tions of the Councils since Turrianus have considered his posi- 
tion as proved, and have admitted the eighty canons. 2 
In the follo,ving century, the l\faronite Abraham Echellensis 
made the deepest researches. 'with reference to the Arabic 
canons of the Council of Nicæa; and they led him to the 
opinion that these canons must have been collected from 
different Oriental nations, froln the Syrians, Chaldeans,11:aron- 
ites, Copts, Jacobites, and Nestorians, and that they had been 
translated into nlany Oriental languages. At the same tÜne 
he started, and with truth, the suggestion that these Oriental 
collections were sinlply translations of ancient Greek originals, 
and that consequently in the Greek Church too they must 
have reckoned more than t,venty canons of Nicæa. 3 After 
having compared other Arabian MSS. ,vhich lIe had obtained, 
Echellensis gave a fresh Latin translation of these canons at 
Paris in 1645. According to these :J\ISS., there ,vere eighty- 
four canons instead of eighty. Ho,vever, this difference arose 
much more from the external arrangement than from the 
canons thenlsclves. Thus the thirteenth, seventeenth, thirty- 
second, and fifty-sixth canons of Turrianus ,vere each divided 
into two in the translation by Aùrahanl Echellensis; on the 
other hand, the forty-third and eighty-third of Echellensis 
each fornled t,vo canons in the ,york of 1urrianus. The 
t,venty-ninth, thirty-seventh, and forty-first of A. Echellensis 
are ,vanting in Turrianus; but, again, Echellensis has not the 
forty-fifth canon of Turrianus. A superficial study of these 
two collections of canons ,voulù lead to the conclusion that 
they were alnlost identical; but it is not so. The corre- 


I At the end of his Latin translation of the Constit. Apostol. 
2 e.g. :Mansi, ii. 947 sqq.; Hard. i. 463 sqq. :ThIost of our information re. 
spe,-.ting the eighty Arabic canons is taken from the P'roè"nÛ'wn of P. Turrianus. 
3l\lansi, ii. 1071, 1072. 
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sponding canons in the two translations sometimes have an 
entirely different meaning. We can but conclude either that 
the Arabian translators understood the Greek original diffe- 
rently, or else that the :MSS. ,vhich they used sho\ved consider- 
able variations. The latter supposition is the most probable; 
it ,vould explain ho,v the eighty-four Arabian canons contain 
the t\venty genuine canons of Nicæa, but often \vith consider- 
able changes. Without reckoning these eighty-four canons> 
Echellensis has also translated into Latin, and published, a 
considerable nU1l1ber of ecclesiastical decrees, 8taTv7rc
(jE(8, 
constitutioncs, also attributed to the Nicene Council. He 
added to this ,york a Latin translation of the Arabic preface, 
,vhich preceded the entire collection in the 1\1S., together 
,vith a learned dissertation in defence of the eighty-four 
canons, \vith a good many notes. l\iansi 1 has retained all 
these articles, and Hardouin 2 has also reproduced the prin- 
cipal part of then1. 
It is certain that the Orientals believed the Council of 
Nicæa to have promulgated n10re than twenty canons: the 
learned Anglican Beveridge has proved this, reproducing an 
ancient Arabic paraphrase of the canons of the first four 
(Ecumenical Councils. - According to this Arabic paraphrase, 
found in a MS. in the Bodleian Library, the Council of Nicæa 
must have put .forth three books of canons: the first contain- 
ing eighty-four canons, referring to priests, monks, etc.; the 
second containing the first twenty authentic canons; the third 
being only a series of rules for kings and superiors, etc. 3 The 
Arabic paraphrase of \vhich \ve are speaking gives a para- 
phrase of all these canons, but Beveridge took only the part 
referring to the second book, that is to say, the paraphrase 
of the twenty genuine canons; for, according to his vie\v, 
which, as \ye shall show, \vas perfectly correct, it ,vas only 
these t\venty canons w11Ích \vere really the ,york of the 
Council of Nicæa, and all the others \vere falsely attributed 
to it. The little that Beveridge gives us ot the paraphrase 
of the first book of the pretended canons sho,ys, besides, that 
this first book tolerably coincided ,vith the fifteen decrees 
1 :M:ansi, ii. 982-1082. 2 Hard. i. 478-528. 
I Beveregius, Synodicon 8ive Pandectæ Oanonurn, Oxon. 1672, i. 686. 
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edited by Echellensis, which concern Inonks, abbot3, and 
abbesses? Renaudot infonns us that the third book of the 
Arabic F
raphrase proves that the third book of the canons 
contained also various la,vs by Constantine, Theodosius, and 
J ustinian. 2 Beveridge believed this paraphrase to be the 
work of an Egyptian priest named Joseph, \vho lived in the 
fourteenth century,3 because that nalne is given in the :MS. 
accompanied by that chronological date; but Renaudot proves 4 
conclusively that the Egyptian priest named Joseph had 
been only the possessor of the MS. ,vhich dated from a much 
earlier period. 
Ho,vever it may be as to the latter point, it is certain 
that these Arabic canons are not the ,vork of the Council of 
Nicæa: their contents evidently prove a much more recent 
OrIgIn. Thus: 
a. The thirty-eighth canon (the thirty-third in Turrianus) 
ordains that the Patriarch of Ephesus should proceed to 
Constantinople, which is the urbs regia, ut honor sit regno et 
sacerdotio sim'Ul. This decree therefore supposes that Byzan- 
tium ,vas then changed into Constantinople, and that it had 
becolne the imperial residence. Now this change did not 
take place until about five years after the Council of Nicæa. 
At the period when the Council ,vas held, Byzantitun ,vas 
still quite an insignificant town, almost reduced to ruins by 
a previous devastation. 5 The bishopric of Constantinople 
was only raised to the dignity of a patriarchate by the second 
and fourth (Ecun1enical Councils. 6 Therefore this canon, 
translated into Arabic, could not have belonged to the Council 
of Nicæa, and does not date back further than the fourth 
CEculnenical Council. 
b. The forty-second canon of A. Echellensis (thirty-sixth 
in Turrianus) forbids the Ethiopians to elect a patriarch: 
their spiritual head ,vas to bear only the title of Catholicus, 


1 :M:ansi; ii. 1011 sqq. 
2 Rel1au<lot, l1istoria Patriarclwrum .Alexand'rinorum tTacobitarurn, Paris 
1713, p. 75. 
3 Præf. p. xix. sq. 4 P. 27. 
5 Tillemont, Hist. des Emper. iv. 230 sq.; Baron. ad ann. 330, n. 1; Iseiin, 
I-list. Lexik. art. "Constan tinopel. " 
8 A. 381, can. 3; anù a. 451, can. 28. 
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and to be under the jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Alex.. 
andria, etc. This canon also betrays a Inore recent origin 
than the tinle of the Council of Nicæa. At that period, in- 
deed, Ethiopia had no bishop; hardly had S. Frumentius 
begun the conversion of its people; and it ,vas only subse- 
quently, when S. Athanasius ,vas already Archbishop of Alex- 
andria, that S. Frumentius Inade hiIn acquainted ,vith the good 
results of his l11Ïssions, and was consecrated by him bishop 
to the new converts. 1 Our canon, on the contrary, supposes 
a numerous episcopate to be then existing in Ethiopia, and 
its head, the Gat1wlic
ts, to be desirous to free hinlself from 
the mother church of Alexandria. This canon, as ,veIl as 
others quoted by Turrianus and by A. Echellensis, assumes 
that the institution of patriarchates was then in full vigour, 
which ,vas not the case at the time of the Council of Nicæa. 2 
c. Peter de J\tlarca 3 has already proved the forty - third 
canon of the text of A. Echellensis (thirty-seventh in TU1T.) 
. to be more recent than the third {Ecumenical Council of 
Ephesus (431). This Council of Ephesus rejected the pre- 
tensions of the Patriarch of Antioch respecting the choice of 
tIle bishops of Cyprus. 4 According to J\Iarca's demonstration, 
this dependence of Cyprus upon the see of Antioch cannot 
be verified before the year 900: for in the time of the 
Emperor Leo the Wise (911), ,ve know, from the Not?"t-ia of 
his reign, that Cyprus ,vas not then dependent upon Antioch; 
whilst this Arabian canon Inakes out that this submission 
was already an accolllplished fact, disputed by no one.:> 
d. The fifty-third canon (forty-ninth in TU1T.), ,vhich con- 
demns sinlony, has its origin from the second canon of the 
fourth {Eculnenical Council of Chalcedon. 6 It is therefore 
evident that it "Tas not fornled at Nicæa. 
c. In the thirty-eighth, thirty-ninth, and forty-second canons 
(c. 
3, 34, and 36 in Turr.), the Bishop of Seleucia, Almo- 
dajen, is already called Gatìwlicus,-a dignity to which he 
1 See tIle author's dissertation upon "Abyssinia" in the Kircltenlexik. of 
von ,Vetzer und ,Velte. 
2 C. 8, 33, 35, 37, 46, Turr.; c. 8, 37, 38, 40, 43, 44, 45, Echel. 
3 De concord. sacerdotii et imperii, lib. ii. c. 9. 
, :Mansi, iv. 1470; Hard. i. 1619. 
I Cf. Bcvereg. l.c. vol. ii.; Annotationes, p. 212, a. 6 Held in 451. 
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did not attain until the sixth century, under the Emperor 
J ustinian. 1 In this canon, as Seleucia has the Arabian name 
of Almodaj en, Renaudot concludes that these canons ,vere 
not formed until the time of Maholnet. 
The Constitutiones, edited by Echellensis, still less than the 
eighty-four canons, maintain the pretension of dating back to 
the Council of Nicæa. 
a. The first division of these Constitutions, that de :ß[onachis 
et Anac7wrctis, presupposes an already strong development 
of monasticism. 2 It speaks of convents for men and ,vomen, 
abbots and abbesses, the management of convents, and the like. 
But ,ve kno,v that, at the time of the Council of Nicæa, 
monasticisnl thus organized had scarcely made its appearance. 
Even in the first times after our Synod, there were none of 
those large convents mentioned in the Arabic canons, but only 
hamlets of monks, consisting of groups of cabins. 
b. The second series oÏ Arabian Constitutions comprises 
nineteen chapters. 3 It also speaks of convents, abbots, the 
property and possession of convents, etc. (c. 1-10). The 
eighth canon shows that there were already many monks 
who were priests. Now this ,vas certainly not the case at the 
tinle of the Council of Nicæa, .W hen monasticism was in its 
infancy. The ninth chalJter speaks of Constantinople as the 
inlperial residence ('llrbs regia), ,vhich again betrays a later 
period. 
c. The third series comprises twenty-five chapters. 4 The 
Nicene Creed, 'which is contained in it, has here already the 
addition 'v hich ,vas made to it in the second <Ecumenical 
Council. The Arabic Creed, besides, is much longer than 
the genuine one. The Orientals added several phrases, as 
Abraham Echellensis has remarked. 5 This Arabic Creed 
asserts that Jesus Christ is per/cetus hO'Jno, vera anima intcl- 
leetuali et rationali præditus,. 'words betraying an intention 
of opposing Apollinarisnl, as ,vell as those following: duas 
kabe'ntes naturas, duas 1:oluntates, duas opettatio'nes, in 'ltna per- 
sona, etc., "\\7 hich seem to be a protest against the heresy of 
the 1\lonöphysites and the Monothelites. 


I Renaudot, l. c. p. 73. 
4 l\lansi, ii. 1030 sqq. 


2 l\Iansi, ii. 1011 sqq. 
ð :.Mansi, ii. ] 079. 


3 :Mansi, ii. 1019 sqq. 
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Follo,ving this Creed, the Ärabic text relates, falsely, that 
Constantine entreated the bishops assenlbled at Nicæa tc 
give the name of Constantinople to Byzantium, and to raise 
his bishopric to the rank of an archbishopric, equal to that 
of J erusalenl. 1 
The decrees of this last series, examined in detail, also 
sllo,v that they are more recent than the Council of Nicæa, 
by mentioning customs of later origin. Thus the tenth chapter 
cOlnnlands the baptisln of infants; the twelfth and thirteenth 
chapters, again, concern nlonks and nuns; the fourteenth 
chapter finds it necessary to forbid that children should be 
l
aised to the diaconate, and more especially to the priesthood 
and episcopate. 
We l1lay therefore sum up the certain proofs resulting 
from all these facts, by affirming that these Arabic canons 
are not genuine; and all the efforts of Turrianus, Abraham 
Echellensis, and Cardinal d' Aguirre, cannot prevent an im- 
partial observer from coming to this opinion even with regard 
to some of those canons ,vhich they were anxious to save, 
,vhile abandoning the others. 2 Together ,vith the authenticity 
of these canons, the hypothesis of Abraham Echellensis also 
vanishes, which supposes thenl to have been collected by 
Jacob, the celebrated J3ishop of Nisibis, ,vho ,vas present at 
the Nicene Synod. They belong to a later period. Assemani 
offers another supposition, supporting it by this passage from 
Ebed-jesu: 3 "Bishop :Thlaruthas of Tagrit 4 translated the 
seventy-three canons of Nicæa." 5 Assemani lJelieves these 
seventy-three canons to be identical ,vith the eighty-four 
Arabic canons, but such identity is far from being proved. 
Even the number of the canons is different; and if it ,vere 
not so, we know, fronl 'what ,ve sa,v above, that seyeral of 
the Arabic canons indicate a Inore recent period than those of 
J3ishop Maruthas. It is probable that l\laruthas really trans- 


I The falseness of all this is evident from the fact that Byzantium was not 
aised by Constantine to the dignity of the metropolis until the year 330. 
2 Cf. Pagi, CrÏl. in Annales Ba'ron. ad ann. 325, n. 45; Pearson, Vindicia 
Epist. Ignat. P. i. p. 177; Richer, llist. Councils-Gene1"al, i. 110; Ludovici, 
Præf. ad Ittig. Hist. Concil. Nic. 
3 Sec. xiv. 4 Sec. v. 
5 Assemani, Bibliot/t. Orient. i. 23, 195 ; Angelo 1tIai, l.c. Præf. p. vii. 



1HCÆA: NUMBER OF THE CANONS. 


367 


lated seventy-three canons, supposed to be Nicene; that is 
to say, that he had in his hands one of those 11188. spoken of 
above, ,vhich contained various collections of canons falsely 
attributed to the Council of Nicæa. 1 
It ,vill be asked why in some parts of the East they should 
have attributed so great a number of canons to the Council of 
Nicæa. It is not difficult to explain the mistake. We know, 
indeed, that the canons of various councils were at a very 
early period collected into one C01PUS; and in this corp1.ts the 
canons of Nicæa always had the first place, on account of 
their importance. It happened afterwards, that either acciden- 
tally or designedly, some copyists neglected to give the nallles 
of the councils to those canons ,vhich followed the Nicene. 
\Ve have already seen that even at Rome there was a copy 
containing, sub 1.lnO titltlO, the canons of Nicæa and those of 
Sardica. 'Vhen these copies were circulated in the East, that 
,vhich might have been foreseen took place in course of time: 
viz., fronl a ,vant of the spirit of criticism, all the later canons 
,vhich follo,ved after the true canons were attributed to the 
Council of Nicæa. 
But it lllUst also be said that certain learned men, especially 
Baronius 2 and the Spanish Cardinal d'Aguirre,3 have tried 
hard to prove, from the only Greek and Latin memorials, and 
,vithout these Arabic canons, that the Synod of Nicæa pub- 
lished more than t\venty canons. 
a. The Synod, said Aguirre, certainly set forth a canon on 
the celebration of Easter; and a proof of this is, that Balsamon, 
in his commentary upon the first canon of Antioch, mentions 
tlris Nicene canon as being in existence. There must there- 
fore, concludes Aguirre, have been above twenty Nicene 
canons. nut it may be answered that the ancient authors 
make no lllention of a canon, but only of a simple ordinance, 
of the Council of Nicæa respecting the celebration of the 
Easter festival; and it is indeed certain that such a rule ,vas 
given by the Council, as is proved by the synodical decree. 4 
As for Balsanlon, he says exactly the contrary to 'what Car- 


I Cf. Spittler, Gesclâclde des Oanonischen Reclds, S. 108, note. 
2 Annates, ad ann. 325, n. 156 sqq. 
8 Collect. Concil. Hispan. i. 1 ; Appar. Diss. 8. 4 Socrat. i. 9. 
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dinal d'Aguirre maintains,-nalllely, Èv ryouv TOtf) /laVdut TWV 
, N ' , " ,
, , 
\ , , " 
EV LKaLCf 7raTEp(i)V TOVTO OVX Evp1}Tat, ELf) OE Ta 7rpaKTtKa T17f) 
?TpWT'l}f) UvvdÔOV EvpíuKETat;l that is to say," ,vhich is not to 
be fo
{;nd in the canons of the Fathers of Nicæa, but which 
,vas there discussed." D' AguilTe evidently did not consult 
the Greek text of Balsamon, but probably made use of the 
inaccurate Latin translation which Schelstrate has given of it. 2 
But even admitting that some later 'writer may have given as a 
canon the Nicene rule about Easter, even the nature of things 
shows that it could only be a disciplinary measure. Perhaps 
also a passage of the Synod held at Carthage in 419 had 
been misunderstood. This Synod says that the Council of 
Nicæa re-established the antiquus canon upon the celebration 
of Easter;3 ,vhich from the context means, arid can mean, only 
this-the ancient rule for the celebration of Easter was re- 
stored by the Council of Nicæa, to be observed by the genera- 
tions following. 
b. Cardinal d' Aguirre says, in the second place, that if some 
very ancient authors are to be trusted, the acts of the Coun- 
cil of Nicæa ,vere very voluminous, and he concludes fronl 
this that there must have been more than t,venty canons; but 
we have eXplained above that it is very doubtful 'v hether 
these acts contained more than the Creed, the canons, and the 
synodical letter; and even if the acts 'v ere really very volu- 
minous, it does not necessarily follo,v that they contained a 
larger number of canons. The acts of the Council of Ephesus 
are very extensive; but nevertheless that Council published 
only six canons, eight at the most, if ,ve consider as canons 
two decrees which had a special 0 bj ect. 
. c. Aguirre suggests further, that the Arians burnt the com- 
plete acts of the Council of Nicæa, and allo,ved only these 
t,venty canons. to renlain, in order to have it believed that 
the Council had decreed no others. Baronius 4 also n1akes a 
similar supposition, but there is not the slightest 5 proof of 


1 In Bevereg. l.c. i. 430. 2 Ooncil. Antioch. Antwerp 1681. 
3 Hard. i. 1428, n. 21 ; .Mansi, iv. 415, in the note. 
4 Barol1ius, ad ann. 323, 11. 62. 
5 The letter of S. Athanasius to :Mark, speaking of that, is evidently spurious. 
See above, sec. 23. 
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such an act on the part of the Arians; and if the Arians llad 
done as he suggests, they would certainly have burnt the 
Creed of Nicæa itself, ,vhich contains their most express con- 
demnation. 
d. It is ,veIl-nigh superfluous to refute those ,vho have 
nlaintained that the Synod of Nicæa lasted three years, and 
,yho add that it must certainly have promulgated above 
twenty canons during all that time. The Synod began and 
ended in the year 325: it ,vas after the close of it that the 
Emperor Constantine celebrated his vicennalia. 1 The supposi- 
tion that the Council lasted for three years is a fable invented 
subsequently by the Orientals; but even were it true, if the 
Council really lasted for three years, one could not therefore 
affirm that it must have promulgated a great number of 
decrees. 
e. The following passage from a letter of Pope Julius I. 
has been also made use of to prove that the Council of 
Nicæa published more than twenty canons: "The bishops at 
Nicæa rightly decided that the decrees of one council may be 
revised by a subsequent one." This letter is to be found in 
the ,yorks of S. Athanasius. 2 But Pope Julius I. does not 
say that the Nicene Fathers made a canon of their decision; 
on the contrary, he appears to consider that it ,vas by their 
example, in judging afresh the Arian question, already judged 
at Alexandria, that the Nicene Fathers authorized these re- 
VISIons. 
/. 'Vhen the Patriarch of Constantinople., Flavian, appealed 
to Rome against the decision of the Robber-Synod of Ephesus, 
Pope Leo the Great, in t,vo letters addressed to the Emperor 
Theodosius, appealed in his turn to a decree of the Council of 
Nicæa, to sho,v that such appeals ,vere permissible. 3 Cardinal 
d'Aguirre immediately concludes that Pope Leo there quotes 
a canon ,vhich is not among the t,venty authentic ones. The 
Cardinal did not see that Pope Leo here commits the same 
Inistake . as Pope Zosimus, by quoting a canon of Sardica as 
one of those passed at Nicæa. 


1 The twentieth year of his reign. Upon the duration of the Council of 
Nicæa, cf. secs. 26 and 44. 
2 Apolo[Jia contTa ATiano8, c. 22, Opp. i. 112, ed. Patav. 3 EplJ. 43 anù 44. 
2A 
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g. It is less easy to explain these 'words of S. Alnbrose, 
quoted by Baronius and Aguirre: Sed pTius cognosca'Jì
US, non 
SOlU7IL hoc apostolum de episcopo et pTesbytero statuisse, sed etiam 
Patres in concilio Nicæno t'ractatus addidisse, neque clcricum 
qUÆ1nda1n dcbcre esse, q'lti secunda conJ'llfjia sOTtit'US. 1 An ex- 
anlination of this text sho,vs, however, that S. Ambrose does 
not attribute to the Council of Nicæa a canon properly so 
called; he uses only the expression tractatus. The Benedic- 
tines of S. l\Iaur, besides, say very reasonably on this passage 
of S. Ambrose: "As Pope ZosÏ1nus mistook a canon of Sardica 
for one of Nicæa, so S. Ambrose may have read in his collectio 
of the Acts of Nicæa some ru1e de digamis non ordinanclis, 
belonging to another synod, and may have thought that this 
Tule also emanated from the Council of Nicæa." 
h. \Ve have to exan1Íne an expression of S. Jerolne, ,vhich 
it has been said ,vill sho,v that more than t,venty canons 
were promulgated at Nicæa. S. Jerome says in his PTæfatio 
ad libr'lt1n Judith: 2 Apud Hcb}4æos liber Judith inter agio- 
!Jrapha lcgitU1
, C'ltj'ltS auctoTitas ad rob01
anda illa, q'ltæ in con- 
tcntionc'Jn rceninnt, 'Jnin'lts idonca Judicatu1 0 . . . . Scd quia hunc 
libl
u1n Synodus Nicæna in nU'JîW1'O Sanctant'Jn SCTiptuTarum 
lcgitur computasse, acquicvi postulationi vestTæ, etc. If we con- 
clude from these ,vords that the Fathers of Nicæa gave a 
canon of the genuine books of the Bible, ,ve certainly dra,v 
an inference 'which they do not sustain. The meaning seems 
Tather to be this: the Nicene Fathers quoted this book of 
Judith, that is to say, made use of it as a canonical book, and 
so in fact recognised it. In this ,yay the Council of Ephesus 
inlplicitly aclrno,vledged the Epistle to the Hebre,vs, by ap- 
proving of the anathelnas levelled by Cyril against N estorius, 
in ,vhich this epistle is quoted as a book of the Bible. 3 It is 
true that, in some memorials left to us by the Council of Nicæa, 
,ve find no such quotation fronl the book of Judith; but the 
difficulty does not lie there: the quotation may have been 
nlade vÍ1;â rcoce in the Council; and this fact may have been 
laid hold of, and preserved in some dOCUlnent composed by a 


I Epist. ad Ve'rcellensem episcopwn, Opp. ed. Bened. iii. 1127. 
20 pp . x. 39 ed. Migne, i. 1170 ed. BB. 
. Natal. 
\lex. Hiðt. Eccl. l.c. 387, a. 
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melnber of the Council. Besides, S. J eronle said only these 
,yords, "legit'll?'" cmnputassc," that is to say, 'we read that the 
Council of Nicæa did so. If the Council had really made a 
canon on this subject, S. Gregory of Nazianzus, Anlphilochius, 
and others, would not have subsequently refused to reckon 
the book of Judith in the number of canonical books. S. 
Jerome himself in another passage 1 is doubtful of the cano- 
nicity of the book; he therefore can have attached no great 
importance to ,vhat he said of the Council of Nicæa on the 
subject of the book of Judith. Finally, the Council of Lao- 
dicæa, more recent than that of Nicæa, in its sixtieth canon, 
does not reckon the book of Judith anlong the canonical books: 
such exclusion ,vould have been utterly impossible if the pre- 
tended canon had been really promulgated at Nicæa in 325. 
i. It has been attempted also to decide the controversy 
no,v under consideration by the high authority of S. Augustine, 
,vho in his 213 th epistle (in earlier editions the 11 Oth) says: 
" Even in the lifetime of Valerius, I ,vas appointed coadjutor- 
bishop in Hippo, not being a,vare that this had been pro- 
hibited by the Council of Nicæa." It has been said-and 
Cardinal d'Aguirre especially insisted-that this prohibition 
is not to be found in the t,venty canons; but he is mistaken: 
the prohibition is there; it is very explicit in the eighth 
canon. 2 
l:;. \Ve proceed to an 0 bj ection taken from Pope Innocent I., 
,vho says in his twenty-third epistle, that at :Nicæa it ,vas for- 
bidden that anyone should be ordained priest ,vho had served 
in wTtr after his baptisln. 3 This prohibition, indeed, is not 
to be found in the t,venty Nicene canons; but an attentive 
reading of Innocent I.'S epistle leads us to ask if Innocent 
really considered this prohibition as proceeding fronl the 
Council of Nicæa. He says, in fact: " You know yourselves 
the rules of Nicæa about ordination, tamcn aliquam partcn
, 
q1.læ de orclinationibus est provisa, inserendam p'lltavi." It is 
I He says of the book of Judith in Ilis Epistola ad Furimn: "Si cui tamen 
placet voJumen recipere." Opp. i. 559, ed. :Migne ; and Commentar. in A [f[Jæwn, 

ap. i. v. 5, 6, p. 1394, t. vi. ed. 1\Iigne. 
2 This canon ends with these words, 'tV" f-
 
v <rr 'lfDÀU dVO 
9I"í"
(HrDI ;;Q'''.I. 
'Mansi, ii. 672. 
3 :Mansi, iii. 1068 slJ. 
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not known whether the two ,vords alÙl
la paTs ought to De 
understood of a rule of Nicæa, or of a rule taken from 
another synod, and treating of the saIne subject. Innocent 
twice mentions this prohibition to ordain soldiers as priests: 
once in the forty-third epistle,l ,vhere he in no 'way n1entions 
the Council of Nicæa: o the second timé in Ep. i. c. 2,2 ,vhere 
it is true that in the context there is reference to the Council 
of Nicæa; but in the passage itself, ,vhere the Pope recalls 
the prohibition, he does not rest upon the authority of that 
Council. In the passage the ,vord itel1L evidently nleans 
secundo, and not that the rule follo,villg is a decree of Nicæa. 
We lnight even admit that Pope Innocent intended to quote 
a Nicene rule, but that ,vould prove nothing contrary to our 
position. The words quoted by the Pope are those of a 
Council of Turin, as has been thoroughly shovvn by Labbe. 3 
We nlust therefore conclude that Innocent made the same 
mistake as his predecessor Zosimus. 
l. Gelasius of Cyzicus gives nine constitutiones,4 exclusive 
of the t,venty authentic canons; and at the close of Book II. 
c. 29 he says explicitly, " The bishops of Nicæa gave various 
silllilar DtaTV7fWUEI8;" hence it has been said that he refutes 
our thesis. But these constit
{;tiones are purely dogmatical 
(Xóryor;; ÔtDL."ulCaÀucòr;;) : tberefore they are not canons, and could 
not have increased the nunlber to more than t,venty; but- 
and this is the principal point-they are 1l10St certainly 
spurious: none of the ancient ,vriters are acquainted ,vith 
then1; no one among the nloderns has endeavoured to defend 
their historical value; nlost do not even lllention thenl-as 
for instance, Tillel1lont and Orsi; and those vvho quote thelll 
content thenlselves ,vith denying their genuineness. 5 
l1L. According to Barollius and d' Aguirre, Socrates,G the 


1 :Mansi, iii. 1046. ! :M
ansi, iii. 1033. 
3 :Mansi, iii. 1069, ad marg. 4 Lib. ii. c. 30. 
:; See Ittig. Hist. Coneil. Nic. 
 68, and the quotations accompanying t11at 
history; Fuchs, Bibliotltek der Kirehenve'1'sa?nmlun[Jen, Leipz. 1780, Bd. Ì. S. 
438. The second of these diatyposes is probably directed agaillst the Euty. 
chians, and consequently it may be considered as subsequent to the Council of 
Nicæ
. Dorscheus has written an especial dissertation upon the fifth dialypose 
(on the holy communion). 
(j Socrat. iii. 20. 
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Greek historian of the Church, is erroneously represented as 
having said that the Council of Nicæa coulInanded the use 
of the doxology thus ,vorded, "Glory be to the Father and 
to the Son," in order to sho,v the equality of the Father and 
the Son; whilst the Arians proposed this form, "Glory be 
to the Father through the Son." But in the saiJ. passage 
Socrates simply affirms that there was one party at Antioch 
,vhich made use of the one form, and another ,vhich used the 
()ther, and that the Arian Bishop Leontius tried to prevent 
the praises of God being sung according to the wapáSocJ"ls of 
the Council of Nicæa, that is, to prevent their using forms 
in accordance ,vith the Nicene doctrine. Valesius also re- 
Inarks, when translating that passage from Socrates, that the 
Greek historian nowhere says 'v hat Baronius and Aguirre 
attribute to him. 1 We know, indeed, that before the rise of 
the Arian heresy the Fathers of the Church often altered the 
form of the doxology, sometinles saying "by the Son," sonle- 
tinles "and to the Son." But as the Arians ,vouId not use 
the form "and to the Son," and persisted in saying "by the 
Son," the orthodox in their turn gained the habit of saying 
almost exclusively, without there being any rule on the sub- 
j ect, " and to the Son." If there had been a rule, the orthodox 
hishops ,vould not long subsequently have allowed the form 
"by the Son" to have been used. 2 
n. Pope Leo appealed repeatedly to the Council of Nicæa 
to sho,v that the Patriarch of Constantinople ,vrongfnlly laid 
claÍ1n to a precedency over the Patriarchs of Alexandria and 
Antioch. 3 Aguirre hence concludes that the Pope must have 
had Nicene decrees before him ,vhich are not among the 
t,venty canons recognised as authentic. It is easy to reply 
that S. Leo refers only to the sixth canon of Nicæa, which 
maintains the Arch bishops of Alexandria and Antioch in their 
rights, and consequently implicitly forbids any other bishop 
to be placed above them. 


1 Cf. Luùovici, Præfatio ad Ittig. Hist. Concil. .LVie. 
2 V gl. Binterim, DenkwÜrdigkeiten, Ed. iv. TItl. i. S. 426 f. ; Ittig, l.c. 

 51. 
3 Epp. 104, 105, 106, ed. Ballerin. vo1. i. ; E11P' 78, 79, 80, cd. Quesnel (alias 
53, 54, 55). 
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o. N ot\vithstanding the efforts of Cardinal d' Aguirre, it 
is impossible to make a serious objection of what was said 
by the second Cotmcil of ArIes,! held about the year 452. 
This Council expresses itself thus: m.agna synodus antea con- 
stituit-that ,vhoso falsely accused another of great crimes 
should be excommunicated to their life's end. 2 It is perfectly 
true, as has been remarked, that the t,venty canons of Nicæa 
contain no such rtùe; but it has been forgotten that, in ]nak- 
ing use of the expression 'fnagna synodus, the second Council 
of ArIes does not mean the Council of Nicæa: it has in vie,v 
the first Council of ArIes, and particularly the fourteenth 
canon of that Council. 3 
p. The objection drawn from the Synod of Ephesus 4 is 
still only specious. The Council of Ephesus relies upon a 
decision of the Council of Nicæa in maintaining that the 
Church of Cyprus is independent of the Church of Antioch. 
Aguirre thought that this ,vas not to be found in the twenty 
canons; but it is not s.o, for the Council of Ephesus certainly 
referred to the sixth canon of Nicæa ,vhen it said: "The 
canon of the Fathers of Nicæa guaranteed to each Church 
the rank ,vhich it previously held." 
q. Again, it has been said that Atticus Bishop of Con- 
stantinople:) alludes to a canon not found among the t\venty, 
when he indicates very precisely in a letter who those are, 
according to the rule of the Council of Nicæa, 'v ho ought to 
have literæ forl1
atæ.6 But the document bearing the name 
of Bishop Atticus ,vas unkno,vn to the whole of antiquity; 
it belongs only to the n1idclle ages, and has certainly no 
greater value than the pseudo-Isidorian documents. 7 But if 
this Inemorial ,vere authentic (Baronius accepts it as such S), 
it would prove nothing against our position; for Baronius 
hÏ1nself tells us that the ]Tathers of Nicæa deliberated very 
secretly upon the fornl that the litc')"æ fm'matæ ought to take
 
but made no canon upon the subject. 9 
r. The last ,vitness of Aguirre has no greater ,veight. It 


I Can. 24. 2 HarJ. ii. 775. 3 Cf. Ludovici, PræJ: ad I ttig. l. c.. 
4 Actio vii. :l\1ansi, iv. 1468; Hard. i. 1620. 5 Sec. v. 
6 HarJ. v. 1453. 7 TiUemont, lJlémoires, vi. 288, b. 
8 All ann. 325, 11. 162 sq. 9 Cf. Natal. Alex. l.c. p. 387. 
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is an expression of S. Dasil's/ who affirms that the Council 
of Nicæa nlade rules for the punishment of the guilty, that 
future sins n1ight be avoided. Now the canons of Nicæa 
in our possession, as ,ve shall see hereafter, authorize S. Basil 
to speak in this way.2 Some other objections of less import- 
ance not repeated by Aguirre might be noticed, lfut they have 
been sufficiently exposed and refuted by N atalis Alexander. 3 
SEC. 42. Contents of the Nicene Canons. 
After having determined the number of authentic canons 
of the Council of Nicæa, we must now consider more closely 
their contents. The importance of the subject, and the 
historical value that an original text always possesses, has 
decided us to give the Greek text of the acts of the Council 
(according to the editions of Mansi and of Bruns 4), together 
,vith a translation and a commentary intended to explain 
their meanillg. 5 
CAN. 1. 
E " 
, f'" ..., ' 8 " f' ' ß ß ' 

 TiS EV Voucp V7rO LaTpwv EXEipOVpry'Y} 7], 'r} V7T'O ap apwv 
, I: ' e 'i' "" :,\' , 
, f' , f' , 
EçETfl-1} 7], OUTO'; fl-EVETW EV TCfJ "/\,1}PCP' H DE TiS vrytawwv EaVTOV 
, t' ,.. \'" ,,\' , t 5'.' " e 
EçETEfl-E, TOVTOV "a
 EV TCfJ "/\,1}PCP EçETat.:,Of1ÆVOV 'lrE7T'aVU at, 7rpO- 
, " ,,
 " 
, " , " , e 
U1}/CEt, Kat, EIC TOU OEVpO }l/f}OEva TWV TOWVTCJ;V xp1'}vat 'lrpoaryEu at: 
." 
,... ,
 ,,\'" \", 
, \" 
(JJU7T'Ep DE TOUTO 7TpOO1]/\'OV, OTt, 7TEp" TWV E7T'tT'l}OEVOVTWV TO 'lrparyJLa 
\ ,,\' f' ", " 
,,/ f'\ 
Kat TO/\,Jl;WVTWV EaVTOV
 El'TEJl;VEtV Elp'Y}Taf/ OVTW
 Et TtVE
 V7rO 


1 Ep. 125, n. 3, vol. iii. p. 216, ed. BB. 
2 Cf. Ludovici, Præf. ad Ittig. l.c. 
3 Natal. Alex. l.c. p. 387 sqq. 
41\iansi, Collectio Concil. ii. 668 sqq. ; Bruns, (Janones apostolorum et con- 
ciliorurn, sæc. iv.-vii. Berol. 1839, i. 14 sqq. Scipio 
Iaffei discovered in the 
last century, in a manuscript of Verona, a very ancient Latin translation of 
the canons of Nicæa different from those a1ready known; for instance, that 
of Dionysius the Less, and of the Pri8ca. It is printeù in the edition of the 
JV 01'7';8 of S. Leo the Great by the Ballerini, iii. 582 sq q., and :Mansi, l. c. vi. 
1195 sqq. 
5 Among the commentaries which we have use(l in making ours, we shall 
quote those which were composeù in the middle ages by the Greeks Balsamon, 
Zonaras, and Aristellus: they are printed in Beveridge, Synodicon, sive Pandectæ 
canonum, Oxon. 1672, i. 58 sqq. Beveridge has also edited one of tl1em in 
the appendix of the second volume of his work, p. 44 sqq. Van Espen has 
done the same work in his CommentariU8 in canones et dec'reta, etc., Colon. 
1ï55, p. 85 sqq.; as well as Pl'ofessor Herbst in the Tw. Theol. Quartal.r;ckrift, 
1822, S. 30 ff. 
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ß ß ' · 
 ..., , e " / (\ , ",,\ " 
ap apwv 'lJ VEU7rOTWV EUVOVXLU '1]uav, EVPLUKotVTO VE UI\.I\.W
 
" t: ' / ,:'\. ,.. /" / 
Us tOt, TOU;; TOWUTOV
 H
 K/\.1]POV 7fpOULETat 0 Kavwv. 
"If a man has been mutilated by physicians during sick- 
ness, or by barbarians, he may renlaill among the clergy; 
but if a man in good health has nllltilateù hinlself, he lnust 
resign his post after the l1latter has been proved among the 
clergy, and in future no one w'ho has thus acted should be 
ordained. But as it is evident that ,vhat has just been said 
only concerns those who have thus acted ,vith intention, and 
have dared to mutilate then1selves, those 'who have been lllade 
eunuchs by barbarians or by their nlasters ,viII be allowed, 
confornlably to the canon, to relllain alllollg the clergy, if in 
other respects they are ,vorthy." 
This ordinance of Nicæa agrees ,veIl ,vith the directions 
contained in the apostolic canons 21-24 inclusive (20-23 
according to another ,yay of nunlbering thenl), and it is to 
these apostolic canons that the Council nlakes allusion by the 
expression Ó Kavwv. It ,vas not Origen alone ,vho, a long 
time before the Council of Nicæa, had given occasion for such 
ordinances: ,ve kno,v, by the first apology of S. J us tin, 1 that 
a century before Origen, a young man had desired to be nluti- 
lated by physicians, for the purpose of completely refuting 
the charge of vice \vhich the heathen brought against the 
\yorship of Christians. S. Justin neither praises nor blames 
this young Ulan: he only relates that he could not obtain the 
permission of the civil authorities for his project, that he 
renounced his intention, but nevertheless relllained virgo all 
his life. It is very probable that the Council of Nicæa ,vas 
induced by some fresh similar cases to renew the old in- 
junctions; it ,vas perhaps the Arian Bishop Leontius ,vho 
'was the principal cause of it. S. Athanasius,2 and after 
hill1 Theodoret 3 and Socrates,4 relate in fact that Leontius, a 
Phrygian by birth,5 and a clergYlnal1 at .l-\ntioch, lived \vith a 
subint'roducta named Eustolion; and as he could not separate 


1 Justin. .Apol. c. 29. 
2 Athanasius, .Apologia de fuga 8ua, c. 26; and Hist01'ia A,'ianoru1n ad 
monachos, c. 28. 
3 
rheodoret, I-list. Eccl. ii. 24. 4 Socrates, Hist. Eod. ii. 26. 
6 Theodoret, l.c. ii. 10. 
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hinlself from her, and wished to prevent her leaving him, 
mutilated hinlself. His bishop, Eustathius, had deposed him, 
more especially for this last act; but the Emperor Constan- 
tine after,vards made him by force Bishop of Antioch. 
Leontius became afterwards one of the most bitter opponents 
of S. Athanasius. This ordinance of Nicæa was often renewed 
in force by subsequent synods and by bishops; and it has 
been inserted in the Corpus izo'is canol
ici.l 


CAN. 2. 
' E 
, "\"\", 
", ,I' ",,,\' , ... 
7TEt01] 7To/\,/\,a 'i}TOt V7TO avaryK1]r; '7 a/\,/\,(.()ç; E7TEtryO/hEVlJJV TWV 
' 0 '" "", "\ ,
, 
av PW7r(.()V EryEVETO 7Tapa TOV Kavova TOV EKK/\,7JULauTtKoV, WUTE 
, 0 ' " ' 0 ,.. ß '" ' 0 ' ", , 
av pW7rOvr; a7TO E vtKOV LOV apTt 7TPOUE/\, OVTar; T'[I 7TLUTEt, Kat 
, '," 0 ' , 0 ' , , , '''\' 
EV O/\'Lry9} 'XpOV9} KaT7Jx"r] eVTar; EV vr; (7rt TO 7TVEVj-LaTtKOV /\,OVTPOV 
" ,
, '" ß 0 " ", ',I' 
aryEtV, Kat aj-La T'fJ a7rTtu 'i}vat 7TpouaryEtv f(,r; E7TtUK03T''1}V 'ì} 
'lrpEUßVTEPE'ioV' KaAwr; ËÖOEEV ËXEtV, TOÛ AOt7TOÛ j1/r]oÈv TOtOÛTO 
, 0 " , , 
"'.. ", , 
rylVEU al/ Kat "lap Kat ')(POVOV oEt T'fJ KaT7JXOVj-LEV9}, Kat /hETa TO 
ß ' 
 ' ,,\' ,.1.."" "\' 
U7fTlUj-La OOKlj-LaULaç; 7T/\,ELOVOr;' ua
e
 "lap TO a7TOUTO/\,tKOV 
, , ,,\' M ' , ,.I.. rl , ,.I.. 0 ' , , 
rypaj-Lj-La TO /\'EryoV' YJ VEO
VTOV, Lva JL1] TV
('() Etr; Etr; Kplj-La 
" , ,
 '" 
 ß " ' 
, .., "', 
Ej-L7Teu'[I Kat 7TaryLoa TOV ota O/\,OV' Et oE 7TpOLOVTOÇ; TOV 'XpOVOV 
'II',.. , 
, " 0 """ \ ',' 
'Y VX tKOV Tt aJLapT7Jj-La EVpE [J WEpt TO 'lrPOU('()7rOV, Kat E/\,eryX OtTo 
" \
, ,\ '" , 1 0 " '" ",' 
 
V7rO OVO 1] TplWV j-LapTVp('()v, 'lrE7raVU (.() 0 TOLOVTOr; TOV K/\,'1}POV. 0 

 \ ,,.. ,.. 
 
 , '" I, ' 
 e 
oE 'lrapa TaVTa 7TOlWV, wr; V7rEVaVTLa T'[I /herya/\,'[I uvvoo9} pauv- 
, " 
, ""\" 2 
VOj-LEVO'), aUTO') KlvoUVeVUEt 7TEpt TOV K/\''i}pOV. 
"Seeing that many things, either frOlll necessity or on 
account of the pressure of certain persons, have happened 
contrary to the ecclesiastical canon, so that lTIen who have 
but just turned fronl a heathen life to the faith, and ,vha 
have only been instructed during a very short time, have been 
brought to the spiritual laver, to baptism, and have even 
been raised to the office of priest or bishop, it is right that 
in future this sholùd not take place, for tÜne is required for 
sound instruction in doctrine, and for further trial after 
baptism. For the apostolic ,vord is clear, which says: 3 
1 c. 7, Dist. Iv. ; and c. 3, x. (t 20). 
2 Zoëga. has discovered an ancient Coptic translation of this canon; it was 
published at Paris in 1852 by Pitra, in his Spicile[Jium Solesmense, i. 525. 
This Coptic translation does not verbally agree with the original Greek text" but 
entirely with its mea.ning. 
3 1 Tim. iii 6. 
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, Not a novice, lest through pride he fall into condenlnation, 
and into the snare of the devil.' If hereafter a cleric is 
guilty of a grave offence, proved by t\yO or three ,yitnesses, 
he must resign his spiritual office. Anyone who acts against 
this ordinance, and ventures to be disobedient to this great 
Synod, is in danger of being expelled from the clergy." 
It may be seen by the very text of this canon, that it was 
already forbidden to baptize, and to raise to the episcopate or 
to the priesthood anyone .who had only been a catechunlen 
for a short tinle: this injunction is in fact contained in the 
eightieth (seventy-ninth) apostolical canon; and according to 
that, it would be older than the Council of Nicæa. :rhere 
have been nevertheless certain cases in ,vhich, for urgent 
reasons, an exception has been nlade to the rule of the Council 
of Nicæa,-for instance, that of S. Anlbrose. 1 The canon of 
Nicæa does not seem to allow such an exception, but it might 
be justified by the apostolical canon which says, at the close: 
"It is not right that anyone who has not yet been proyed 
should be a teacher of others, unless by a peculiar divine 
grace." The expression of the canon of Nicæa, -o/vxuÛ)V Tt 
áJLápT7JJLa, is not easy to explain: some render it by the 
Latin words anÍ1nale peccatn-m, believing that the Council has 
here especially in ,"ie,v sins of the flesh; but, as Zonaras has 
said, an sins are 'o/VXlKà áfLapT1}fLaTa. 1Ye must then under- 
stand the passage in question to refer to a capital and very 
serious offence, as the penalty of deposition annexed to it 
points out. 
These ,vords have also given offence, el ôÈ 7rPOïbVTOr:; TOU 
Xpóvov; that is to say, "It is 
ecessary henceforward," etc., 
understanding that it is only those who have been too quickly 
ordained w-ho are threatened ,vith deposition in case they 
are guilty of crime; but the canon is framed, and ought to be 
understood, in a general nlanner: it applies to all other clergy- 
men, but it appears also to point out that greater severity 
should be shO'Y11 tow-ards those ,vho have been too quickly 
ordained. Others have explained the passage in this manner: 
Ie If it shall become known that any 011e w-ho has been too 
quickly ordained ,vas guilty before his baptism of any serious 
1 Thcodor. Hist. Eccl. iv. 6; Rufin. B-ist. Eccl
 ii. 11. 
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offence, he ought to be deposed." This is the interpretation 
given by Gratian,1 but it nlust be confessed that such a transla- 
tion does violence to the text. This is, I believe, the general 
sense of the canon, and of this passage in particular: "Hence- 
forward no OIle shall be baptized or ordained quicldy. As to 
those already in orders (without any distinction bet-ween those 
,vho have been ordained in due course and those ,vho have 
been ordained too quickly), the rule is that they shall be 
deposed if they COIDlnit a serious offence. Those who are 
guilty of disobedience to this great Synod, either by allo,ving 
themselves to be ordained or even by ordaining others pre- 
maturely, are threatened with deposition ipso facto, and for 
this fault alone." 'Ve consider, in short, that the last ,vords 
of the canon may be understood as ,veIl of the ordained as of 
tI:e ordainer. 
CAN. 3. 
' A I 0 ' t I , 
 I , , 
7r7)ryopEVUEV Ka oì\ov 1] f-tEryaÀ7} UUVOOOf) f-t'fjTE E7T'lUK07r9} 
I ß I , 
 I I P l ì\ \,..,,.. 
J.t'fjTe 7rpEU VTEpcp f-t'fjTE olaKovcp f-t7JTE 0 wç TlVt TWV EV Tlp 
I 't ... I " "'\ \ , \ " I ,\ 
Kì\7JPrp Ec;EtVat UVVEtUaKTOV EXEtV, w/\,7J v Et J1-1] apa j1/r}TEpa 'YJ 
, 
 "'\ '" . ,\ e I ,\ 
, I ,.. t.. 'I' I 
 I 
aOE/\''r7J v 'Y) ELav, 'Y) a f-tova wpouw7ra 7rauav V7rO't' Lav ota7rE 
cþEvryE. 2 
"The great Synod absolutely forbids, and it cannot be per- 
mitted to either bishop, priest, or any other cleric, to have in 
his house a uuvE{uaKToç (s'llbintrod
tcta), ,vith the exception of 
his mother, sister
 aunt
 or such other persons as are free from 
all suspicion." 
In the first ages of the Church, some Christians, clergymen 
and laynlen, contracted a sort of spiritual marriage ,vith un- 
married persons, so that they lived together; but there was 
not a sexual, but a spiritual connection bet,veen them, for 
their mutual spiritual advancelnent. 3 They were kno,vn by 
the name of uvvE{uaKTOt, årya7r7)Tal, and sorores. That ,vhich 
began in the spirit, ho,vever, in many cases ended in the flesh; 
on which account the Church very stringently forbade such 
1 OO'l]JltS fur. can. c. i. Dist. 48. 
2 Zoëga has discovered a Coptic translation of this canon also: it was inserted 
by Pitra in the Spieile[Jimn Solesmense, i. 526. The Greek canon is very 
freely translatell in it. 
3 Cf. the sermon of S. Chrysosrom, '7/'fÒ; 'TDÙ; fXD
'Tct; '7fapd

Dv; O'V
gIO'rl;(t;'DVS; 
allù Deyerill.;e, l.e. 11. 4.6. b. 



380 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


unions, even with penalties more severe than those with 
which she punished concubinåge: for it happened that Chris- 
tians who would have recoiled from the idea of concubinage 
permitted themselves to fornl one of these spiritual unions, 
and in so doing fell. It is very certain that the canon of 
Nicæa forbids this species of union, but the context sho,vs 
moreover that the Fathers had not these particular cases in 
view alone; and the expression uvvE{uaKTor; should be under- 
stood of every woman who is introduced (uvvE{uaKTor;) into 
the 110use of a clergyman for the purpose of living there. If 
by the word uvve{uaKToç was only intended the wife in this 
spiritual marriage, the Council wOlùd not have said, any 
uvvE{uaKTor; except his mother, etc.; for neither his 1110ther 
nor his sister could have formed this spiritual union ,vith 
the cleric. The injunction, then, does not merely forbid the 
uvvE{uaICTor; in the specific sense, but orders that "no ,voman 
must live in the house of a cleric, unless she be his mother," 
etc. Because this interpretation presents itself naturally to 
the mind, several ancient authors have read in the Greek 
text È7rE{uaKTov instead of UVlJE{uaKTov; for instance, the Em- 
peror Justinian in his Novel 123 (c. 29), and Rufinus in his 
tl'anslation of the canon. 1 Several councils, anlongst others 
the second of Tours (c. 11) and the fourth of Toledo (c. 42), 
have also received this reading, but ,vrongly, as is proved by 
the best Greek manuscripts. Beveridge, S. Basil, and Diony- 
sius the Less read uvvEtuaKTov with us. 2 On the meaning of 
the last words of this canon, it has been doubted ,vhetl1er the 
Council allows all persons who are free from suspicion to live 
in the house of a clerk, as it is understood by Gratian;3 or 
whether the true translation is this: "And his sisters and 
aunts cannot remain unless they be free from all suspicion." 
Van Espen 4 explains the text in this manner, but this inter- 
pretation does not seem altogether in accordance ,vith the 
original 
1 Hist. Eccl. i. 6. !2 Beveridge, l.c. Pl'. 45 and 46. 
3 Corpus jur. can. c. 16, Dist. 32. Int
rdixit per omnia sancta synod'lls, non 
episcopo, non p'J"esbytero, non cliacono, vel alicui ornnino, qui in cle'rD est, licerß 
subintrocluctanl, habe'1'e mulierern, nisiforte aut rnatrenz, aut sororern, aut amilam., 
aut ctiarn eas idoneas pe'1'sonas, quæ fU[Jiant sl.lspiciones. 
4 l.!:. p. 88. 
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Another question has been raised on this subject,-nan1ely, 
whether it supposes the n1arriage of priests, or .whether it 
orders celibacy, and then the real ,vives of clerics ,,,"ould be 
included in the ,vord uvvE{uaKTot. This last interpretation 
is that of Bellannin; but it is ,vithout foundation, for the 
uvvE{uaKTot are here forbidden to all clerks, and ,ve kno\v that 
at this period those in minor orders were pennitted to marry. 
In conclusion, it cannot be overlooked that this canon shows 
that the practice of celibacy had already spread to a great 
extent among the clergy; as even Fuchs 1 confesses, and as 
Natalis Alexander has also remarked. 2 The question of the 
relation of the Council of Nicæa to celibacy will be considered 
when ,ve come to the history of Paphnutius. 


CAN. 4. 
' E ' ,,"'\ \ 
" ..,... 
7rLUK07rOV TrpOU'Y}KEt JLa",tuTa JLEV V7TO 7raVT(J)V 7"WV EV T'[J 
, , 0 ' 0 ,
, 
 "" " ,\ 
 \ 

7rapXlCf Ka LUTau at' E
 OE OVUXEPEr:; EI/YJ TO 7"OlOVTO, 'i} ota 
I " ,I' 
 \" 

"'l; , " , , 
KaTE7fElryovuav avaryK7}V 'i} uta JL1]KOr:; OOOU, E':Ia7TaVToç; 7PEl') E7Tt 
, " , ",,, I ,.I.. , ,,, 't , \ 
TO aUTO avvaryOj1Ævovr:;, aVjL "t' 'l}'t'WV "ítVOJLEVWV Ka
 TWV a7rOV'TWV Ka
 
0 ' 
\ , , \ , " 0 
UVVTI. Ej1ÆVWV uta rypajLjLaTWV, TOTE T1]V 'XHpOTOVLav 7rOtEtU at' 
7"6 Sè KÛPOr:; TWV rylVOJLÉVWJ) oíSouÐat Kafl ÉKáuT7}V f:rrapx{av Tip 
JL7}TpO'lT'OÀ.íTr;. 3 
"The bishop shall be appointed by all (the bishops) of 
the eparchy (province); if that is not possible on account of 
pressing necessity, or on account of the length of journeys, 
three (bishops) at the least shall meet, and proceed to the 
iInposition of hands (consecration) ,vith the pern1ission of 
those absent in ,vriting. The confirn1ation of ,vhat is done 
belongs by right, in each eparchy, to the Inetropolitan." 
The Church ,vas not obliged in l)rinciple to conforn1 itself 
to the territorial divisions of the states or of the provinces in 
establishing its o,vn territorial divisions. If, ho,vever, it often 
accepted these civil divisions as models for its o,vn, it ,vas to 
facilitate the conduct of business, and to prevent any disrup- 
1 Fuchs, Bibliotltek der ](irchen'Co.sammJun[Jcn (Library of the Councils), 
Leipzig 1780, TIll. i. S. 392. 
2 Natal. Alex. Hist. Bccl. sec. iv. Dissert. 19, Propos. ii. p. 3
J, eù. 
Veneto 1778. 
3 See, in Pitra, Spicile[J. Solesmense, i. 526 sq., a Coptic translation of tIÚs 
canon newly discovered. 
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tion of received customs. Thus the apostles often passed 
through the principal cities of one province for the purpose of 
preaching the gospel there before entering another, and after- 
wards they treated the faithful of .that province as fonuing one 
community. For instance, S. Paul ,vrites to the Church of God 
at Corinth, and to all the faithful of Achaia: 1 he unites, then, 
in his thoughts all the Christians of the province of Achaia, 
and at the head of the Churches of that province he places 
that of Corinth, 'v hich ,vas its political capital. He addresses 
in the same manner another of his letters "to the Churches of 
the Galatians," 2 again uniting in his mind all the con1n1unities 
of that civil province. The result of this action of the Church 
,vas, that the bishops of the same province soon considered 
that there was a certain bond between them, and the bishop of 
the capital thus gained insensibly a sort of pre-eminence over his 
colleagues in the province. This pre-en1Înence could only be 
based in some cases on the civil importance of the capital; 
but it must not be forgotten that the civil capital ,vas often 
also the ecclesiastical, as being the first city in the province 
in which a Christian Church was founded, from ,vhich the 
gospel 'vas 111ac1e kno,vn to the other cities in the province. 
It is especially the civil importance that the Synod of Antioch 
of 341 had in vie,v ,vhen it said, in its ninth canon: "The 
bishops of each eparchy must understand that it is the bishop 
of the metropolis (political capital) ,vho has charge of the 
business of the el)archy, because all meet at the n1etropolis to 
transact their business." The word cparclLY here nlost cer- 
tainly designates the civil province; and evidently the Synod 
wished to n1ake the civil divisions the basis of ecclesiastical 
divisions. The Council of Kicæa follo,vs the san1e course: it 
orders in this fourth canon that a bishop shall be chosen by 
. the other bishops of the ,yhole eparchy (political province); and 
in accordance ,vith the ninth canon of the Synod of Antioch, 
it decides that the metropolitan shall have charge of the 
business of the eparchy. The first remark that there is to 
111ake on this canon is, then, to point out that the Council of 
Nicæa accepts the political division as the basis of the eccle- 
1 2 Cor. i. 1. 
I Gal. i
 2. 
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siastical division; but there were after,vards exceptions to 
this rule. l 
The second relllark relates to the method of proceeding in 
the election of bishops. In apostolic tinles the apostles them- 
selves chose the bishops. During the period immediately 
after apostolic tÜnes it ,vas the disciples of the apostles, ÈXÀó- 
rytfLot åVDPEf), as S. Clement calls theIn. Thus such men as 
Titus and Timothy nominated bishops; but the election had 
to be approved by the ,vhole community, uVVEv8oK1}a-áu1}f) 'T17f) 

ICKÀ1}u{af) r;ráu1}f), as S. Clelnent says again;2 so that here a ne,v 
agent appears in the choice of a bishop: the community has 
to make kno,vn ,vhether it considers the person elected fitted 
or unfitted for the charge. After the death of the disciples of 
the apostles this practice changed; t:1ere ,vere no longer any 
bishops who had such an uncontested ascendency over the 
others. A letter of S. Cyprian tells us in a very clear manner 
ho,v episcopal elections and consecrations were then carried 
on. "In alnlost all provinces," he ,vrites, "the business is 
managed in this manner: The nearest bishops in the province 
meet in the city for ,vhich the election is to be held. The 
bishop is then elected plebe præsente; the people are bound 
to be present at the election, for sing'uloT'um vita1n plenissime 
novit. The episcopal dignity is after that conferred 'ltniversæ 
frate1
nitatis suifragio and episcoporum ,judicio." 3 Beveridge 
has explained this very important passage in the follow- 
ing manller. 4 The bishops of the province choose their 
future colleague, and the fratcrnitas-that is to say, the people 
and the clergy of the city-decide whether the choice is 
acceptable, ,vhether the candidate is worthy of the episcopate. 
It seems to llle that Beveridge thus does violence to the 
expression sujfragio, and does not quite accurately translate 
;"uclicio. S
iffragÙ{/n'" is derived from s
tb and jrango. 5 It pro- 


1 Cf. upon this question a learned and very acute article by Friedrich 
faassen, 
· J. U. Dr., Der Primat des Biscltofs von Rom und die alten Patrim"cltalki1"cltell, 
(the primacy of the Bishop of Rome and the ancient patriarchal Churches). 
Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Hiera'J"chie, insbesondere ZU7. Erläuterung des 
secltsten Canons des ersten allg. Concils von Nicüa, Bonn 1853, S. 1-13. 

 Clementis Epist. i. ad Corinth. c. 44; ed. Patn.tm apostol. by Hefele, ed. iii. 
p. 116. 3 Epist. 68. 4, l.c. p. 47. 
5 [These etymological remarks are very doubtful. See "\Vhite's Dict.-ED.] 
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perly means a fragntcnt-a shred or scrap-and refers to the 
shell .which the ancients used for voting in the assemblies of 
the people. This expression, then, ought here to signify that 
the people, the comlnunity, had the right of voting, but that 
the right of deciding-the judicÚtm-\vas reserved to the 
bishops of the province. Van Espen gives the same explana- 
tion that we do in his canon la,y.l The fratcrnitas, he says- 
that is to say, the clergy and people of the cOlnmunity- 
,vho are interestecl in the choice had the right of presentation; 
the bishops had afte
>,vards to decide. They had then the 
principal part to perform. In certain cases the bishops elected 
and consecrated a candidate sine prævia plcbis elcctione-for 
instance, when the people ,vould undoubtedly have made a 
bad choice. As it was by the jrudicÍ1wn of the bishops that 
the new bishop was appointed, so it \vas also their duty to 
consecrate the ne\vly elected. 
The Council of Nicæa thought it necessary to define by 
precise rules the duties of the bishops who took part in these 
episcopal elections. I t decided, (a) that a single bishop of 
the province was not sufficient for the appointInent of another; 
(b) three at the least should meet, and (c) they ,vere not to 
proceed to election ,vithout the written permission of the 
absent bishops; it ,vas necessary Cd) to obtain after,vards the , 
approval of the metropolitan. The Council tlUlS confirms the 
ordinary metropolitan division, in its t,vo lIlOSt Ünportant 
points, namely, the nOlnination and ordination of bishops, and 
the superior position of the nletl'opolitan. The third point 
connected with this division-namely, the provincial synod 
-,viTI be considerecl under the next canon. 
J\Ieletius ,vas probably the occasion of this canon: It may 
be remelnbered that he had nOlninated bishops .without the 
concurrence of the other bishops of the province, and .without 
the approval of the metropolitan of AlexandTia, and had thus 
occasioned a schism. This canon ,vas intcnded to prevent 
the recurrence of such abuses. The question has been 
raised 2 as to whether the fourth canon speaks only of the 
choice of the bishop, or ,,-hether it also treats of the consecra- 
1 P. i. tit. 13, n. 10. 
t Cf. Van Espen, OO'Jnrnenta1'ius in canones, etc., p. 89. 
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tion of the ne,v ly elected. 'Ve think, with Van Espen, that 
it treats equally of both,-as ,veIl of the part ,vhich the 
bishops of the province should take in an episcopal election, 
as of the consecration ,vhich completes it. 
The Council of Nicæa had a precedent in the first apostolic 
canon, and in the tvventieth canon of ArIes, for the establish- 
ment of this rule. The canon of Nicæa ,vas after,vards ill 
its turn reproduced and rene"\ved by many councils,-by that 
of Laodicea (c. 12), of Antioch (c. 19), by the fourth Synod of 
Toledo (c. 19), the second of Nicæa (c. 13): it is also repro- 
duced in the Codex Ecclesiæ Afric. (c. 13). It has been put 
into execution in the Greek Church as ,veil as in the Latin 
Church, and inserted in all collections of ecclesiastical la"\vs, 
especially in the Corpus i1.(;ris canonici. 1 
It has been, ho,vever, interpreted in different ways. The 
Greeks had learnt by bitter experience to distrust the inter- 
ference of princes and earthly potentates in episcopal elections. 
Accordingly, they tried to prove that this canon of Nicæa 
took away from the people the right of voting at the nomina- 
tion of a bishop, and confined the nomination exclusively to 
the bishops of the province. In order to obtain a solid ground 
for this practice, the seventh illcumenical Council held at 
Nicæa (c. 3) interpreted the canon before us in the sense that 
a bishop could be elected only by bishops; and it threatens 
with deposition anyone ,vho should attempt to gain, by 
means of the temporal authority, possession of a bishopric. 2 
One hundred years later, the eighth <Ecumenical Council en- 
forces the same rule, and decides,3 in accordance " "\yith former 
councils," that a bishop lTIUst not 
e elected except by the 
college of bishops.4 The Greek comnlentators, Balsamon and 
others, therefore, only followed the example of these two great 
Councils in affirming that this fourth canon of Nicæa takes 
away from the people the right previously possessed of voting 
in the choice of bishops, and makes the election depend en- 
tirely on the decision of the bishops Õ of the province. 
The Latin Church acted other"\vise. It is true that with 
it also the people have been removed from episcopal elections.. 


1 Can. c. 1, Dist. 64. 
3 C. 22. 4 lIard. v. 909. 



 Hard. Collect. Oondl. iv. 487. 
5 Beveridge, l.c. p. 47. 
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but this did not happen till later, about the eleventh century;1 
and it was not the people only ,vho "rere removed, but the 
bishops of the province as ,veIl, and the election ,vas con- 
ducted entirely by the clergy of the cathedral church. 2 The 
Latins then interpreted the canon of Nicæa as though it said 
nothing of the rights of the bishops of the province in the 
election of their future colleague (and it does not speak of it 
in a very explicit manner), and as though it deterlllined these 
t,vo l)oints only: (a) that for the O1
dination of a bishop three 
bishops at least are necessary; (u) that the right of confir- 
11Lation rests with the mctropolitan. 3 In the Latin Church 
this right of confirmation passed in course of time from the 
metropolitans to the Pope, particularly by the concordats of 
Aschaffenburg. 
CAN. 5. 
n \ 
:t' '" 
, "':,\' " 
EpL TWV aKOLV(J)V'l}T(J)V ryEVOPÆV(J)V, EtTê 7"WV EV Trp K"-1]prp EtTe 
',..'" I c\ '" 8 ,cI :t I' I 
EV ,,-aucf{J Tary}LaTt, V7TO 7"WV /Ca E/CaUT7]V ê7TapXLav E7TtU/c07T(J)V 
, c, \ \ , \ 
 t 'c cþ ' 
/CpaTELT(J) '1] ryVW}L7] /CaTa TOV /Cavova TOV olaryopEvovTa, 7"OV
 v 

, , ß " e ' c cþ ' r , \ I e ' t: 1'.' e 
 \ 
ETEp(J)va7To "-7] EVTa
 v ETEpWV}L'1} 'IT"pOULEU at. EsETa
EU (J) OE, 
\ ",,,,., cþ " ", '" 
, ,.., I 
}L1} }Ll/CpO"t' VXLlf '1} tI\.OVEL/CLlf'1} TtVt 7"OlaVT'[J U7]Ollf 'TOU E7TUJ"K07TOU 
, , ,. rt , ,.. " 't:' 
a7ro(J"vvaryevryoL ryEryEVV7]TaL. lva OUV 'TOUTO 7'1]V 7TpelTOU(J"av EsETaUlV 
, ß I ,,"'" "
 f: c, , ,.. 8 ' C I 
^a}L av'[J, KaI\.W
 fXElV fOOçEV, EKa(J"TOU fVtavTOU /Ca E/CaUT7]V 
, , 
 , ,.." , 
 , e rt "', ,.. 
E7TapXLav 018 'TOU ETOU
 (J"VVOOOV{) ryWE(J" at, Lva /cOW17 7TaVT(J)V TWV 
, I ,.., ", \" , \ ,.. 
E7TLU/c07T(J)V T17
 E7ïapXLa
 E7Tt 7"0 aUTO (J"VVGf'/O}LEV(J)V, 7"a 7"OtavTa 
ý.' 'f:'1'. 'pI r c, I 
':Jl}T'1}fLaTa EçETa
OtTo, /Cat OVT(J)
 Ol ofLol\.oryOV}LEV(J)
 'IT"pOU/CE/CpOV- 
I "', I , , I :t, ,,..... 
/COTE
 7"fP E7TtUK07TCP /CaTa ,,-oryov aICOtVWV7]TOL 7Tapa 7Tautv Elva(, 

 ' t I .\ '" ,..,.., , 
 ' t:. ' cþ " 
OOs(J)ut, }LExpt
 av 7"f[J /COWCfJ TWV E7Tl(J"K07TWV OOs'[1 T1]V tl\.av- 
e ' r \ ,,.. , e ' e ",,, " cþ r 
 \ , 
 I 
p(J)7TOTEpav V7TEp aVTWV EIC EU at 'i' 'YJ OV' at, OE (J"VVOOOL ryWE(J"- 
e I \ \.. 
 rt' ,,',,' 
w(J"av, }LLa }LEV 7TpO T1)
 Tê(J"(J"apaKO(J"T'YJ
, Lva vra(J"7]
 }LUCpO't' UXlar; 
, , \ 
" e \ ,J..' ,.. e ,.. 
 , 
avatpOU}LEV7]
 TO owpOV lea apov 'IT"pOU't'Ep7]Tat 'TlfJ ... ElfJ, OEVTEpa 

, ,\,.. , , 4 
OE 7TEpt TOV TOU fLET07TWp01J "atp01J. 
"As regards the excommunicated, the sentence passed 
by the bishops of each province shall have the force of la,v, 
in conformity with the canon ,vhich says: He ,yho has been 
excommunicated by some shall not be admitted by others. 


1 Van Espen, Jus ecclesiastic. P. i. tit. 13, c. 1, n. 5. 
2 Van Espen, l.c. c. 2, ll. 1, 2, 3. 
3 Cf. c. 8, Dist. 64 ; c. 20, 32, 44, x. de elect. (i. 6). 

 Cf. in the Spicil. Solesm. a Coptic translation of this canon. 
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Carc must, how'ever, be taken to see that the bishop has 
not passed this sentence of excomn1unication froln narrO"\v- 
mindedness, from a love' of contradiction, or from some feeling 
of hatred. In order that such an examination may take 
place, it has appeared good to order that in each province a 
synod shall be held t,vice a year, composed of all the bishops 
of the province: they ,vill make all necessary inquiries that each 
may see that the sentence of excomrnunication has been justly 
passed on account of some determined disobedience, and until 
the assembly of bishops may be pleased to pronounce a milder 
judgment on them. These synods are to be held, the one before 
Lent, in order that, having put a,vay alllo'\v-mindedness, we may 
present a pure offering to God, and the second in the autumn." 
As we have already renlarked, the Council in this canon 
again takes as a basis divisions by metropolitan provinces, by 
instituting provincial synods; and it lays do,vn for them one 
part of the business ,vhich should occupy them. 
Before the Council of Nicæa, ecclesiastical law had already 
forbidden that anyone who had been excommunicated should 
'be admitted by another bishop; the twelfth (thirteenth) apos- 
tolical canon even threatens a bishop ,y ho should do so '\vith 
excommunication. This rule of the Council of Nicæa, that a 
sentence of excommunication passed by a bishop should be 
examined by a provincial synod ,vhich had the right to annul 
it, is found, if not literally, at least in sense, in the thirty- 
sixth apostolic canon (thirty-eighth), ,vhich says that a pro- 
vincial synod should decide those ecclesiastical questions which 
are in dispute. This same apostolical canon orders veryex- 
plicitly that two provincial synods shall be held every year, 
but it does not appoint the san1e seasons as the canon of the 
Council of Nicæa. It might be supposed at first sight, that 
according to the ordinance of Nicæa, a provind al synod is 
only required to make inquiries about the force of sentences 
of excommunication which have been passed; but it may be 
seen that the <Ecumenical Council held at Constantinople 
has cOITectIy eXplained this canon,! in saying that it entrusts 
the provincial Council ,vith the care of examining into the 
whole affairs of the province. 
1 C. 2. 
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Gelasius has given, in his history of the Council of Nicæa, 
the text of the canons passed by the Council; and it must be 
noticed that there is here a slight difference between his text 
and ours. Our reading is as folløws: "The excommunication 
continues to be in force until it seem good to the assembly of 
bishops (Tcjj <<owcjj) to soften it." Gelasius, on the other hand, 
. t ' " ... ... 
 ..." 1 h . 
,vrl es: !1-EXpt/ó) av Trp <<OlVP 'l} Tp E7rtUK07T'rp, <<.T.À., t at IS to 
say, "until it seem good to the assembly of bishops, or to the 
bishop (who has passed the sentence)," etc. . . . Dionysius the 
Less has also follo,ved this variation, as his translation of the 
canon shows. 2 It does not change the essential meaning of 
the passage; for it may be ,veil understood that the bishop 
who has passed the sentence of excomnlunication has also the 
right to mitigate it. But the variation adopted by the P1'isca 3 
alters, on the contrary, the ,vhole sense of the canon: the 
Prisca has not TW <<otvw , but onl y È7rur<<ó7T'C1J: it is in this 
.... .. 
erroneous form that the canon has passed into the Corpus furis 
can. 4 The latter part of the canon, "which treats of provincial 
councils, has been inserted by Gratian. D 
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1 :Uansi, ii. 894. . g :ßfansi, ii. 679. 3 
ransi, vi. 1127. 
4 C. 73, causa xi. quæst. 3. :; C. 3, Distinct. xviii. 
The first part of this canon, written in Coptic, is found with a Latin trans- 
lation in PitTa's Spicileg. Solesmense, i.. 528. The lIIonÏlwn (p. 512), and the 
note 7 of p. 536, show that Pitra attaches great i1Jll)ortance to tIle Coptic text; 
but that is because this text supports the theorie:3 of the author. For ourselves, 
we are unable to see how they are SUl)ported by this more than by the Greek 
text. 
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"The old customs in use in Egypt, in Libya, and in Pen- 
tapolis, shall continue to exist, that is, that the bishop of 
Alexandria shall have jurisdiction over all these (provinces) ; 
for there is a similar relation for the Bishop of ROllle. The 
rights ,vhich they formerly possessed must also be preserved 
to the Churches of Antioch and to the other eparchies (pro- 
vinces). This is thoroughly plain, that if anyone has becollle 
a bishop without the approval of the metropolitan, the great 
Synod commands him not to remain a bishop. But ,vhen the 
election has been made by all with discrimination, and in a 
nlanner conformable to the rules of the Church, if two or 
three oppose from pure love of contradiction, the vote of the 
majority shall prevail." 
I. The fourth and fifth canons had determined the rights 
of provincial councils and of ordinary metropolitans; the sixth 
canon 1 is taken up ,vith the recognition and regulation of 
an institution of a higher order of the hierarchy. I t is most 
clear from the words of the canon, that the Synod had no 
intention of introducing anything new. It desires that the 
ancient tradition should be preserved, by which the Bishop of 
Alexandria had jurisdiction over Egypt (in the narro.wer sense 
of the word), Libya, and Pentapolis. 
It is very evident that it is an exceptional position that had 
been already given to the Bishop of Alexandria, ,vhich is recog- 
nised and ratified by the Council. The Bishop of Alexandria 
had not alone under his.. jurisdiction one civil province, like 
the other metropolitans, of ,vhom the fourth canon has already 
treated: he had several provinces depending upon him,- Egypt 
(properly so called), and to the ,vest t,vo other provinces, Libya 
(Libya sicca vel infc1
io1
) and Pentapolis, or Cyrenia (situated 
to the west of Libya, ,vhich separates it from Egypt properly 
so called). There is, of necessity, attached to these provinces 
the Thebaïs, or Uppcr Egypt, ,vhich at the time of the Council 
of Nicæa ,vas certainly under the jurisdiction of the Bishop of 
Alexandria. Our canon docs not specially naUle it, because it 


I Phillips has given, in his J(irchenrecltt (Canon Law), Ed. ii. S. 35, a list of 
the works written on this sixth canon of Nicæa: they arc very numerous. 
That of Dr. Fr. :Maassen may be also added, which we have alrcady called attcl1- 
tion to. 
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includes it in Egypt, ,vhose linlits are not, as may be seen, 
very exactly determined by the Fathers of Nicæa. 1 The four 
provinces here named formed, at the time of the Synod, the 
diocese (political division) of Egypt, or Egypt taken in its 
largest signification; some time after the diocese ,vas divided 
into six provinces-Pentapolis (Libya superior), Libya i17!e? 1 i0?7, 
Thebaïs, Egÿpt, Augustamnica (the eastern part of Egypt), and 
Arcadia or Eptanomis (Middle Egypt). 
These explanations prove that the sense of the first words 
of the canon is as follo,vs: "This ancient right is assigned to 
the Bishop of Alexandria, which places under his jurisdiction 
the whole diocese of Egypt." It is ,vithout any reason, then, 
that the French Protestant Salmasius (Saumaise), the Anglican 
Beveridge, and the Gallican Launoy, try to show that the 
Council of Nicæa granted to the Bishop of Alexandria only 
the rights of ordinary metropolitans. 2 
But since it is evident that an exceptional position is ap- 
pointed for him, we must now ask in what this position con- 
sisted. Two cases here present themselves :- 
a. The four civil provinces, Egypt, Libya, Pentapolis, and 
Thebaïs, might be united into a single ecclesiastical province, 
of which the Bishop of Alexandria wOlùd be declared the sole 
metropolitan. This supposition has beèn adopted by Van 
Espen. 3 
b. Or else each one of these civil provinces nlight form 
an ecclesiastical province, and have its llletropolitan, whilst 
the Archbishop of Alexandria (,vho ,vas lnetropolitan of the 
province of Egypt, taken in its narro"wer signification) had a 
certain ecclesiastical supremacy over the civil diocese, so that 
the other metropolitans (that is to say, those of Pentapolis, of 
Thebaïs, and of Libya) ,vould be under his jurisdiction. At 


1 See the dissertation in the essay by J\Iaassen, already quoted, 011 das poli- 
tisch-geographische VerltaZtniss von Ægypten, Libyen 
lnd Penta polis Z'W' Zeit 
des Concils von Nicèia, S. 30-39. 
2 See, on this question, the dissertation of Dupin, sixth canon concil. Nicæni, 
etc., in his work dc antiqua Ecclesiæ disciplina, p. 65, ed. ltIog. 
3 CO'lJunentar. in Ganones, etc., Colon. 1755, p. 91 sq., in his Scholia to tIle 
sixth canon of the Council of Nicæa. This theory of Van Espen's, which we- 
shall expose further 011, has been also adopted by"\Viltseh in his Kirchl. Geo- 
graphic und Statistik, Rd. i. S. 180. 
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the time of the Council of Nicæa there ,vas no particular 
title to describe the chief metropolitan, who ,vas usually called 
at a later period Patriarch or Exarch. 1 · 
It seems to me beyond a doubt, that in this canon there is 
a question about that ,vhich ,vas after,vards called the patri- 
archate of the Bishop of Alexandria; that is to say, that he 
had a certain recognised ecclesiastical authority, tot only over 
several civil provinces, but also over several ecclesiastical pro- 
vinces (\yhich had their o\vn metropolitan): it is in this sense 
that Valesius 2 in earlier times, and in our days Phillips and 
Maassen, have interpreted the sixth canon of Nicæa. The 
reasons for this explanation are :- 
(a.) The general rtùe, confirmed by the fourth canon of 
the Council of Kicæa,3 detern1ined that each civil province 
should be an ecclesiastical province as well, and that it should 
have its metropolitan. N o,v nothing proves that Libya, Pen- 
tapolis, and Thebaïs ,vere an exception to this general rule, 
and had no metropolitans of their o\vn. 
Cß.) According to S. Epiphanius/ J\Ieletius "'"as åpXLE7r{U- 
K07rOr; of the province of The baïs; and according to the same 
author,:> he had the first place 6 after the Archbishop of Alex- 
andria, over all the bishops of Egypt. Although the title of 
åPXtE7rluK07TO
 ,vas not in use in the time of J\leletius, Epi- 
phanius does not hesitate to make use of it in accordance 
\vith the usage of his own time, and to show by it that he 
considers J\1eletius as the metropolitan of the Thebaïs;7 but 
as, in his account of the history of the l\1eletian schism, S. 


I Phillips, Kirchcnrecht, Ed. ii. S. 37, says: Leo the Great was for the :first 
time saluted with the title of Patriarèh at the Council of Chalcedon, in 451 ; 
but the second CEcumenical Council, held in 381, had already used this word as 
a personal title of honour, and as one that could be given to other bishops. 
Cf. Neander, Kirc1Leng. 2te Auf!. Ed. iii. S. 333; Dupin, de antiqua Ecclesiæ 
disciplina, 
Iogunt. 1788, p. 7 sqq. . 
2 ObSel"Vationes ecclesiasticæ in Socratem et Sozomenu,m, lib. iii. c. t. These 
observations have been printed after the Annotationes on the Histm'ia Eccle- 
siastica of Sozomen, p. 188 sqq. of the ed. of 
Iainz. 
3 See, further back, the explanation of the fourth canon of Nicæa. 
4 Epiph. Hæres. 69, c. 3, p. 729, ed. Petav. 
5 Epiph. Hære,
. 68, c. 1, p. 717. 
6 This must only be understood in an indetelminate sense. 
7' cr. :Maassen, l.c. S. 21, note 12 a. 
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Epiphanius has made serious mistakes, ,ve do not, as we have 
sho,vn else,vhere,l attach luuch Üuportance to his testimony. 
( 'Y.) We find a letter of Synesius to Theophilus Archbishop 
of Alexandria,2 in ,vhich he says, " that S. Athanasius having 
discovered in Siderius, fornlerly Bishop of Pa1æbisça and 
Hydrax, a capacity for. higher functions, had translated him 
to Ptolemai
 in Pentapolis, to govern the metropolitan church 
there." As this Synesius was Bishop of Ptolemais at the 
beginning of the fifth century, his assertion, ,vhich bears ,vit- 
ness to the fact that this city ,vas at the time of S. Athana- 
sius, and consequently at the tinle of the Council of Nicæa, an 
ecclesiastical nletropolis, is of the greatest value. 3 
(0.) Other passages of this letter of Synesius, in particular 
the follo.wing passage, show that Ptolemais was in reality for- 
merlyan ecclesiastical metropolis: "He ,vas reproached ,vith 
not having sufficiently guarded the maternal rights of his city 
(Ta JL1]TpWa 'Ti]
 7róÀe6J') o{,caLa), that is to say, the rights of 
his nletropolitan church, against the Bishop of Alexandria." 4 
(e.) Synesius acted also repeatedly as metropolitan of Penta- 
polis. He brought together the other bishops of the province, 
and gave his consent to the choice of a ne,v bishop; thus 
making use of a right that the fourth canon of Nicæa accorded 
to a metropolitan. 5 
. (
) Finally, ,ve may appeal to the Emperor Theodosius II., 
who, in a letter dated J\{arch 30, 449, gave orders to Dios- 
curus Bishop of Alexandria to present himself at Ephesus for 
the great Synod 6 (that which was known later as the Lat'ro- 
cinÙlrn Ephesinum), with the ten metropolitans who belonged 
to his diocese. 7 
It is, then, incontestable that the civil provinces of Egypt, 
Libya, Pentapolis, and Thebaïs, ,vhich ,vere all in subjection 
to the Bishop of Alexandria, ,vere also ecclesiastical provinces 
with their O"\vn nletropolitans; and consequently it is not 


1 See the dissertation of Dr. HefeJe on the }Ieletian schism, in the Kirche/
- 
lex. von JVetzer und TVelte, Bd. vii. S. 39, and above, sec. 40. 
2 Ep. 67. 3 Cf. Maassen, l.c. S. 20 if. ' l\faassen, l.c. S. 22, note 15. 
5 :l\raassen, l. c. S. 26-28. 
6 The number of ecclesiastical provinces in Egypt was then ten. Cf. 'Viltscb, 
!. c. S. 188, 189. 
7 Hard. Ü. 71; Mansi, vi. 588. 
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the OJ dinary rights of metropolitans that the sixth canon of 
Nicæa confinns to the Bishop of Alexandria, but the rights of 
a superior metropolitan, that is, of a patriarch. We are able 
to define in 'v hat these rights consisted:- 
a. The Bishop of Alexandria ordained not only the metro- 
politåns ,vho were subject to him, but also their suffragans; 

 
while the ordinary rule was, that the suffragans should be 
ordained by their o,vn metropolitans.! 
b. But the Bishop of Alexandria could only (as patriarch) 
ordain those whose election had the consent of the imnlediate 
metropolitan, that is, of the metropolitan in whose province he 
found himself. The letter of Synesius again proves this, in 
which he requests Theophilus Patriarch of Alexandria 2 to conse- 
crate the new Bishop of Olbia in Pentapolis. After making the 
request, Synesius adds this phrase: "I moreover give my vote 
for this man" (cþÉpw ICÌtl,/6J T
V I.pavToû ,yi]cþov l.7rt TÒV l1vDpa ).3 
Finally, ,ve shall see a little further on that this sixth 
canon also decreed measures to prevent the rights of simple 
metropolitans being completely absorbed in the privileges of 
the patriarchs. 
II. The sixth canon of Kicæa acknowledged for the Bishop 
of Antioch the rights which it had acknowledged for the 
Bishop of Alexandria; that is, as it would be expressed at 
a later period, the rights attached to a patriarchate. The 
second canon of the Council of Constantinople, held in 381, 
proves that the patriarchate of' the Bishop of Antioch was 
identical ,vith the civil diocese of Oriens. This diocese of 
Oriens contained, according to the Notitia dignitat'llm, fifteen 
civil provinces: Palæstina, Fænice, Syria, Cilicia, Cyprus, 
Arabia, Isauria Palæstina salutaris, Palæstina (ii.), Fænice 
Lybani, Eufratensis, Syria salutaris, Osrhoëna, Cilicia (ii.).4 
Whatever might be the number of civil provinces that the 
diocese of Oriens contained at the time of the Council of 
Nicæa, it is not less certain that, in the canon before us, a 
supremacy was acknowledged for the Bishop of Antioch, ex- 
tending to several provinces ,vhich had their o\vn metropolitans. 
'rhus, for example, Palestine ackno\vledged as its metropolitan 
1 Maassen, l.c. S. 24. 2 Eptst. 76. 3 cr. 
raassel1, i.e. S. 26. 
4 Böcking, NotÏl. dign. t. i. in part. orient. p. 9; :Maassen, i.e. S. 41. 
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the Dishop of Cæsarea, as we shall see in the seventh canon 
of the Council of Nicæa; but the metropolitan of Cæsarea, in 
l1Ïs turn, ,vas under the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Antioch, as 
his superior metropolitan (patriarch). S. Jerome says expressly 
that these rights of the Church of Antioch proceeded fronl the 
sixth canon of Nicæa, "in ,vhich it ,vas ruled that Antioch 
should be the general metropolis of all Oriens, and Cæsarea 
the particular metropolis of the province of Palestine (which 
belonged to Oriens )." 1 Pope Innocent I. wrote to Alexander 
Bishop of Antioch: "The Council of Nicæa has not established 
the Church of Antioch over a province, but over a diocese. As, 
then, in virtue of his exclusive authority, the Bishop of Antioch 
ordains metropolitans, it is not allo\ved that other bishops 
should hold ordinations ,vithout his kno\vledge and consent.,,2 
These passages show us in ,vhat the rights of the nletro- 
politan of Antioch consisted: (a) He ordained the nletro- 
politans immediately: (ß) The other bishops, on the contrary, 
,vere ordained by their metropolitan, yet by his permission; 
,vhilst, as "re have seen further back, the patriarchs of Alex- 
andria ordained immediately the suffragan bishops also. 
III. For the support of its rule, the Council of Nicæa points 
out that the Bishop of Rome has also rights analogous to those 
which it ackno\vledges for the Bishop of Alexandria (and for 
the Bishop of Antioch). It is evident that the Council has 
not in vie\v here the primacy of the Bishop of nome over the 
,vhole Church, but sÏITIply his po\ver as a patriarch; for only 
in relation to this could any analogy be established bet\veen 
Rome and Alexandria or Antioch. This subject \vill be con- 
sidered more in detail further on. 
IV. After having confirmed the clainl of the three great 
metropolitan cities of R 0111 e, Alexandria, and Antioch to 
patriarchal rights, our canon adds: "The rights (7TpHTßlia) of 
the Churches in the other eparchies must also be preserved." 
The question is, 'Vhat is here understood by the \vards, "the 
Churches of the other eparchies?" Salmasius and others 
think that the question in point here is about ordinary eccle- 


1 Hieron. Ep. 61 ad Parnmach..: Ni fallor, lwc ibi decernitl l '}', ut Palæ8tinæ 
metropolis (Jæsarea sit, et totius Orientis Antiochia. cr. :Maassen, l.c. S. 44. 

 Innocent I. Ep. 18 all Alex. Antioch. Cf. 
Iaassen, l.c. S. 45. 
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siastical provinces and their metropolitan cities; but Valesius,l 
Dupin,2 l\Iaassen,3 and others have maintained that this pas- 
sage relates to the three superior eparchies (sensu eminenti) of 
Pontus, proconsular Asia, and Thrace, ,vhich possessed similar 
rights to those of the patriarchal Churches of Rome, Alex- 
andria, and Antioch, and which later ,vere usually called 
exarchates. The metropolitan cities of these three eparchies, 
sensu eminenti, were Ephesus for proconsular Asia, Cæsarea in 
Cappadocia for Pontus, and Heraclea (afterwards Constanti- 
nople) for Thrace. The Council of Constantinople, held in 
381, speaks 4 of these three exceptional metropolitan cities; 
and for my o,vn part, I see no difficlùty in believing that the 
Council of Nicæa also speaks of them in this sentence: "The 
rights of the Churches must also be preserved in the other 
eparchies ;" for (a) our canon does not speak of ordinary 
eparchies (that is to say, of simple metropolitan cities), but of 
those which have particular rights (7T'peußeîa). 
(ß.) The word ó/-Lolwr; shows that the Synod places these 
eparchies in the same rank as the sees of Alexandria and 
Antiocb. 
("I.) It is very true that the sixth canon does not deter- 
mine these other eparchies sensu eminenti; but as the second 
canon of the Council of Constantinople (381) groups these 
three sees of the eparcbies of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace just 
in the saIne way as the Council of Nicæa bad grouped the 
Churches of Rome, Antiocb, and Alexandria, there can be no 
doubt that the Council of Nicæa had alBo in view these three 
eparchies sensu eminenti. 
(ð.) This passage, taken from a letter of Theodoret to Pope 
Flavian, may also be quoted: 5 " The Fathers of Constantinople 
had (by this second canon) followed the example of the 
Fathers of the Council of Nicæa, and separated the dioceses 
the one from the other." It follows from tbis, according to 
Theodoret, that the Synod of Nicæa had acknowledged as 
ecclesiastical provinces, distinct and governed by a superior 
metropolitan, the dioceses of Pontus, Asia, and Thrace (as it had 
done wi th regard to the dioceses of Rome, Alexandria, and 
Antioch); for, as the Council of Constantinople desired to 
Il. c . 2 l.c. p. 68. :3 l.c. S. 57 f. 4 Can. 2. 5 Epistola 86. 
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separate t11e dioceses the one frolll the other, it is evidently 
necessary that the limits of these dioceses should be kno,vn, 
and that the three patriarchates of Rome, Alexandria, and 
Antioch should not be the only ones distinct.! 
V. The sixth canon proceeds: "It is plain enough, that if 
anyone has become a bishop without the approval of the 
metropolitan, the great Synod (of Nicæa) does not allow him 
to remain bishop." By metropolitan, Valesius understands 
patriarch, and explains the passage in this manner: "With- 
out the consent of the patriarch, a bishop should never be 
instituted." Dupin 2 and Maassen 3 think, on the contrary, that 
the question is here that of an ordinary metropolitan, and 
explain the sentence in this manner: "In those ecclesiastical 
provinces which form part of a patriarc11ate, care n1ust be taken 
to preserve the rights of the sin1ple metropolitan, and for that 
reason no person can be made a bishop without the consent 
of his inm1ediate metropolitan; that is to say, the patriarch 
himself cannot ordain anyone ,vithout the consent of the 
metropolitan of the future bishop." 
TIlls explanation shows why the Synod of Nicæa repeats 
in its sixth canon this sentence already inserted in the fourth: 
" No one can be made a bishop without the consent of his 
metropolitan." 
VI. According to what has been said, the end of the sixth 
canon, "'Vhen, from a Inere spirit of contradiction, t,vo or 
three oppose an election ,vhich has been made by all, and 
,vhich is at the saIne time reasonable and in accordance with 
the rules of the Church, the majority must prevail," should 
be eXplained in this manner: "When anyone has been 
elected bishop by the 
ajority of the clergy and of the bishops 
of the province, and with the consent of the metropolitan and 
of the patriarch, then," etc. 
VII. This sixth canon ,vas possibly the result of the 
Meletian schisn1; for, as it is a fact that these schismatics 
slighted the rights of the Bishop of Alexandria, this confu- 
sion probably decided the Synod of Nicæa to define clearly 
the rights of that bishop. 
VIII. It may no,v be seen how clear and intelligible the 
1 Cf. 'Maassen, l.c. S. 5.f f. 2 l.c. p. 68. 3l. c . S. 62. 
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sense of this sixth canon is, and yet it has been the object 
of the most ,vide-spread controversies. 
1. The first question is, What is the value of the canon 
before us ,vith respect to the Catholic doctrine of the Papacy? 
And ,vhile some have desired to see in it a confirmation of the 
doctrine of the Roman primacy, others have adduced it as a 
,v-eapon against the primacy of the Holy See. 1 Phillips re- 
marks ,vith justice, in speaking of this canon: "It is evident 
that this canon cannot be used to demonstrate the primacy 
of the Pope; for the Council of Nicæa did not speak of the 
priInacy, which had no need of being established or confirmed 
by the Council of Nicæa." 2 
It 111ust not be forgotten that the Pope unites in him- 
self several ecclesiastical dignities: he is Lishop, metropolitan, 
patriarch, and lastly, primate of the whole Church. Each 
one of these dignities may be regarded 
eparately, and that 
is ,vha.t the canon has done: it does not consider the Pope 
as primate of the universal Church, nor as sin1ple Bishop of 
Rome; but it treats him as one of the great n1etropolitans, 
who had not merely one province, but several, under their 
jurisdiction. 
2. There has also been a question as to what extent 'vas 
given to this metropolitan diocese of Ron1e by the Council of 
Nicæa; but the very text of the canon sho-ws that the Council 
of Nicæa decided nothing on this point: it is content to 
ratify and confirm the order of existing things. There has 
been a great conflict of opinions to explain in 'v hat this order 
of things consisted. The translation of this canon by Rufinus 
has been especially an apple of discord. 3 Et ut apud Alcx- 
andrial1
 et in 'ltrbe Rmna vetusta consuetudo ser'Vetur, 'llt vel ille 
.Ægypti vel. lLÍc suburbicariarum ecclesiarum sollicitudine'Jn 
gerat. 4 In the seventeenth century this sentence of Rufinus 
gave rise to a very lively discussion between the celebrated 


I Franc. Ant. Zaccaria has proved that this canon contains nothing contrary 
to the primacy of the Holy See. Cf. Diss. de 'rebus ad ltistor. atque anii'luitat. 
Ecclesiæ pe1.tinentilms, t. i. No.6, Fulig. 1781. There appeared at Leil'zig in 
the Lilt. Ztg. 1783, No. 34, a violent criticism on the work of Zaccaria. 

 K ircltem'ecld, l. c. S. 36. 
3 Rufinus lIas, besides, diviùed this canon into two partB. 
4 Itufini lIist. Eccl. i. (x.) 6. 
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jurist Jacob Gothfried (Gothofredus) and his friend Sahnal3ius 
on one side, and the Jesuit Sirmond on the other. The great 
prefecture of Italy, ,vhich contained about a third of the 
,vhole Roman Elllpire, ,vas divided into four vicariates, among 
'v hich the vicariate of Rome was the :first. At its head were 
two officers, the præfcctus urbi and the vicarius u,tbis. The 
1Jræfectus 'ltrbi exercised authority over the city of Rome, and 
further in a suburban circle as far as the hundredth milestone. 
The boundary of the vicarius UJ'bis comprised ten provinces- 
Campania, Tuscia with Ombria, Picenum, Valeria, Samnium, 
Apulia with Calabria, Lucania, and Brutii, Sicily, Sardinia 
and Corsica. Gothfried and Salmasius maintained, that by 
the regimws suburbicaJ'iæ the little territory of the præjcct'ltS 
'ltrbi must be understood; whilst, according to Sirn10nd, these 
"\vords designate the whole territory of the vicaJ'ius urbis. In 
our tÜlle Dr. l\rfaassen has proved 1 in his book, already quotecl 
several times, that Gothfried and Sahnasius ,vere right in 
maintaining that, by the regiones suburbicariæ, the little terri- 
tory of the pTafcct'ltS u1'bi n1ust be alone understood. But, on 
the other hand, according to l\faassen, it is a complete mis- 
take to suppose the patriarchal power of the Bishop of ROlne 
restricted to this little territory. 
The sixth canon of Nicæa proves that it was not so; for, 
on comparing the situation of the two Churches of Alexandria 
and of Rome, it evidently supposes that the patriarchate of 
Rome extended over several provinces. In fact, the ten 
provinces composing the territory of the vicaJ'Ùts 'ltrbis, and 
"\vhich were hundreds of times larger than the regio SUb'ltTbi- 
caria, did not contain all the territory over which the autho- 
rity of the Pope as patriarch extended; for, in our days, 
Phillips has proved, by reference to the work of Benetti (Pri- 
vilegia S. PctJ'i),2 that the Bishop of Rome had the right of 
ordaining bishops, and consequently the rights of a patriarch, 
over other countries than those which are contained in the 
ten provinces of the vicarius urbis. 3 If the question is put 
in this .way, it must be said, either that Rufinus does not 
Il. c . S.100-110. 2 Vol. iv. p. 115. 
3 Phillips, Kirchenrecht, l.c. S. 41. Cf. 'Valter. I(i'J"chen1'echt, lIte Auß. S. 
290, note 4. 
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identify tI1e ecclesiæ SU01Jftoicariæ ,vith the I)'"cgiones sllourbi- 

aTiæ, or that he is mistaken if he has done so. Phillips 
thinks that Rufinus has not really fallen into this error. 
Having ren1arked that the provinciæ sub
trbicariæ (that is to 
say, the ten provinces enumerated above) took their name 
from the ViCCl1'íus urbis, be considered that the ecclesiæ suou1
bi- 
cariæ also took theirs from the cpiscopus 'llrbis; and he has 
conlprised under this nan1e of ecclesiæ suburoieariæ all the 
churches which form part of the Roman patriarchate. 
For my part, I willingly believe that the expression of 
Rufinus is inaccurate; for the P1
isca (an old Latin translation 
of the canons) translates the passage of our canon in question 
as follo,vs: Antiq1tÍ mOTis est, ut 'll1>
 t. '; R01næ cpiseopus habcat 
p11incipatu17
, 'llt suburbicaria loea ET 011KEl\1 PROVINCIA1\I SUAM 
solZ,ieitudine gllbe1 1 Ttct ; 1 (a) understanding by suburbiearia loea 
the little territory of the pTæfeet1ls u/rbi, but (b) not restricting 
the authority of the Pope as patriarch within the limits of this 
territory; and therefore it adds, et omncm provineiam s

am. 
But ,vhat ,vas in fact the extent of t.his patriarchate of the 
Church of Rome ? 
The Greek commentators Zonaras and Balsamon (of the 
t,velfth centuI-Y) say very explicitly, in their explanation of 
the canons of Xicæa, that this sixth canon confiflns the rights 
of the TIishop of Rome as patriarch over the whole West. 
We see, then, that even the Greek schismatics of former times 
admitted that the Ron1an patriarchate embraced the entire 
"T est,2 as the follo\vil1g testimonies and considerations prove:- 
a. 
Ientron is Blade a hundred times by the ancients, of 
the patriarchates into ,vhich the Churches of the East were 
divided (Alexandria, Antioch, etc.); but no one has ever 
hinted at the existence of a second patriarchate of the "\Vest. 
On the contrary, it may be seen that in all the West there 
,vas only one patriarchate. 
b. S. Augustine sho\vs that the Bishop of Roule was looked 
upon as this Patriarch of all the West, for he gives to Pope 
Innocent I. the title of " President of the Church of the West." 3. 


1 :Mansi, vi. 1127. 
2 In BeveriJge, Synodicon selt Pal1dectæ Oanonurn, i. 66, 67. 
3 Oontra, J.ullanwn, lib. i. c. 6. . 
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c. S. Jerome gives the same testimony. He \vrites to the 
presbyter Mark, "that he was accused of heresy on account 
of his clinging to the hmnoo'ltsios, and that this charge haè' 
been carried to the "\Vest and into Egypt; that is to say, t,) 
Damasus Bishop of Rome, and to Peter (Bishop of Alexan- 
dria)." It n1ay be seen that, as the Bishop of Alexandria IS 
here regarded as Patriarch of Egypt, so the Bishop of Rome 
is considered the Patriarch of the 'Vest. l 
d. The Synod of ArIes, held in 314, speaks in the same 
,vay. In a letter to Pope Sylvester, it says to him: Qui 
1najores diæceses tenes. 2 It considers, then, that the Bishop of 
Rome has under his jurisdiction several (civil) dioceses, while 
the other patriarchs had, as ,ve have seen, only one. 
e. "\Ve may finally appeal to the authority of the Emperor 
Justinian, vvho in his 119th Novel, speaking of the ecclesi- 
astical division of the vvhole world, numbers five patriarch- 
ates: those of Rome, of Constantinople, of Alexandria, of 
Antioch, and of J eru
alem. Now, as these four last patri- 
archates contain only the Church of the East, it is evident 
that the patriarchate of Rome contains in itself alone all the 
West. 3 
The Ron1an patriarcI1ate contained, then, eight dioceses, 
which at the beginning of the sixth century \vere divided 
into sixty-eight provinces; 4 and although, at the accession 
of Theodosius the Great-that is to say, in 378- Eastern 
Illyricum ceased to form part ()f the Empire of the West, 
and was joined to that of the East, yet the provinces of this 
prefecture continued to be joined to Rome for ecclesiastical 
purposes, and a special papal vicar was charged with the 


1 Hieron. Ep. 15 (al. 77), ad Marcum presb. Cf. Maassen, S. 117. 
2 Hard. i. 262. 
3 Cf. Maassen, l.c. S. 113 f.; and Wiltsch, Kirch.!. Statist;!.;, Bd. i. S. 67. 
4 They were-1st, The prefecture of Italy, with the three dioceses of Italy, 
Illyricum, and Africa; 2d, The præfectura GalliarU'1n, with the dioceses of 
Hispaniæ, Septem provinciæ (that is to say, Gaul, properly so called, with 
Belgia, Germania, prima et secunda, etc.), and Britanniæ; 3d, The prefecture 
of Illyricum, which becamc part of the empire of the East after the accession of 
Theodosius the Great (it is necessary to distinguish this prefecture of Illyricum 
from the province of Illyria, which formed part of the prefecture of Italy), with 
the provinces of 1\Iacedonia and Dacia. Cf. Notitia dignit. ed. Böcking, t. Ü. 
p. 9 
qq., p. 13 sqq., and t. i. p. 13 sq.; and :Maassen, l.c. S. 125. 
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ecclesiastical government of these dioceses. The first of these 
vicars ,vas Bishop Ascholius of Thessalonica, appointed by Pope 
Damasus. 1 
It must not, lastly, be overlooked that the Bishop of Rome 
did not exercise in an equal degree, over the 'v hole "\Vest, 
the full rights of patriarch; for in several provinces simple 
bishops ,vere ordained ,vithou
 his consent. On the other 
hand, the Pope exercised his patriarchal right in convoking 
at different renewals the general and private synods of the 
vVestern Church (synodos occidentales)-for example, the Synod 
of ArIes in 314-and in making himself the judge .of the 
metropolitans of the West, either directly or indirectly, as in 
Illyricum by his vicar. 2 . 
In some ancient Latin translations, this canon begins with 
the words, Ecclesict Rmnana se1npe1'" habuit ]JTÍ1natu1J'/;;3 and 
this variation is also found in the P'/'isca. So the Emperor 
Valentinian III., in his edict of 445 on the subject of Hilary 
of ArIes, issued also in the name of his Eastern colleague 
Theodosius II., maintained that the holy Synod had confirmed 
the primacy of the Apostolic See. 4 The Emperor Valentini an 
evidently makes allusion to the sixth canon of Nicæa; for at 
that time the second canon of the Council of Constantinople, 
held in 381, ,vhich speaks in the same sense, was not yet 
known at Rome. 5 
It must be added that, at the tÏ1ne of the sixteenth session 
of the fourth illcurnenical Council at Chalcedon, the Roman 
legate Paschasinus read the si.xth canon of Nicæa in the fol- 
lowing manner: Quod Ecclesia R071
ana sempc1'" habuit pTÍ1na- 
tum,. teneat aute1n ct .Ægyptus, ut episcop'ltS AlcxandTiæ mnnÍ'ltm 
habeat potcstatc1n, quonia1n et Rmnano episcopo hæc est consuetudo. 
The actual text of the acts of the Council of Chalcedon 
proves that the translation given by Paschasinus ,vas placed 
over against the Greek text of the sixth canon of Nicæa. An 
attempt has been made to see in this juxtaposition a protest 
1 Cf. 
raassen, l.c. S. 126-129. 
2 Cf. :Maassen, l.c. S. 121-125, and S. 131. 
3 Hard. i. 325 ; 
Iallsi, ii. 687 ; Van Espen, Oommentar. in canones, etc., p. 93. 
4 Printed in the edition of the JVorks of S. Leo the Great, published by the 
Ballerini, i. 642. It is the eleventh letter in this edition. 
5 cr. :Maassen, i. c. S. 71, and 96 f. 

C 
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of tIle Synod against the lloman translation; but even if it 
is adn1Ïtted that the portion of the acts .which gives these 
t\VO texts is perfectly authentic, it is yery evident that the 
legate Paschasillus had no intention, in quoting the sixth 
canon of Kicæa, to demonstrate the prÏ1nacy of the Holy See: 
he only desires to prove that the Bishop of Constantinople 
ought not to take precedence of those of Antioch and Alex- 
:tudria, because that would be a violation of the canon of 
Nicæa. It \vas not the \vords of the translation of Paschasinus 
,vith reference to the see of Rome \vhich engaged the atten- 
tion of the Council; it ,vas those .which referred to the sees 
of Antioch and Alexandria, and those were very faithfully 
translated froln the Greek. On the other hand, the Ballerini 
have sho,vn in a nearly conclusive \vay, in their edition of 
the TV01'ks of S. Leo the Great,! that the acts of Chalcedon 
have been interpolated, that the Greek text of the sixth 
canon of Nicæa nlust have been introduced by SOlne later 
copyist, and that the text of Paschasinus ,vas the only one 
,vhich ,vas read in the Synod. We shall return to this ques- 
tion in the history of the Council of Chalcedon. 
It seems to us that Dr. Maassen goes too far, when he says 2 
that the Council of Chalcedon expressly confinned the Ronlan 
interpretation of the si..xth canon of Nicæa, and consequently 
its recognition of the Roman primacy. It is true that, after 
the reading of the Latin version of the canon in question, 
follo\ved by the reading of the first, second, and third canons 
of Constantinople (of 381 3), the inlperial conlmissioners who 
,vere present at the Synod nlade this declaration: "After \vhat 
has been cited on both sides, \ve ackno-wlcdge that the most 
ancient right of all (7T'p6 7T'áVTWV Tà 7T'pWTE'ia), and the pre- 
en1Înence (/Cat, 
[,})v Èga{pETov 7'tJL
v), belong to the Archbishop 
of old ROlHe;4 but that the saIne pre-enÜnence of honour (Tà 
7T'pEußE'ia Ti}r; 7'LJLfjr;) ought to be given to the Archbishop of 
ne\v TIollle." J\iaassen has considered that, after these \vords of 
the inlperial cOlnmissioners, it may be concluded that the sixth 


1 T. iii. p. xxxvii. sq. 2 l.c. S. 90-95. 
:3 Hard. ii. 638. These canons were read by the consistorial secretary Con- 
stantine. 
-! Hard. ii. G42. 
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canon of the Council of Kicæa had already recognised, in fact, 
the right of the Pope to take precedence of all other bishops; 
but it ,vas not so. The commissioners said: On both sides, 
that is to say, in ,vhat the papal legate has read, and in ,vhat 
11as been read by the consistorial secretary Constantine as 
,veIl, the precedence of Rome is recognised. "This is the same 
as saying: This precedence, 'which ,ve do not in the least- con- 
test (there is no question, in fact, of that), is set forth (a) in 
the Latin version of the sixth canon of Nicæa, read by Pas- 
cbasinus, and is contained (b) in the canons of Constantinople 
read by Constantine. But the imperial commissioners of the 
Synod go no further in their declarations; and in particular, 
they have not declared that the original text of the sixth 
canon of Nicæa-a text ,vhich had not been read-contains 
affirmatively a recognition or a confirmation of the primacy 
of the Pope. 
But it ,vill be said, Ho,v could the ancient translators of 
,these canons, as ,veIl as the legates of the Pope and En1perors J 
suppose that the sixth canon of Nicæa included a confirmation 
of the primacy of Rome? In ans'wer to this question, Dr. 
J\1:aassen has put forward a theory, ,vhich ,ve produce simply 
as a theory: "The Fathers (of Nicæa) confirmed the rights of 
each see (of Alexandria, of Antioch, etc.). 'Vhy did they 
take as an example in their decree the constitution of the 
Roman patriarchate? Why ,vere they not content simply 
to give their sanction to those patriarchal rights 'without ad- 
ducing this analogy? We cannot imagine a more striking 
proof of the deep respect that the Fathers of Nicæa had for 
the visible head of the Church; for no one will suppose that 
the sin1ple confirmation by the Council of the rights of superior 
metropolitans ,vould not be perfectly sufficient. . . . . But 
that which 'was sufficient for mere law did not satisfy the 
Fathers of Nicæa: their own sentiments on the utility of the 
institution of patriarchates did not appear sufficient to in- 
fluence their decree: they did not ,vish to present to the 
approbation of the Pope those decrees simply confirn1Íng the 
privileges of superior metropolitans. They preferred to refer 
to the fact that 'the Bishop of nome already enjoyed the 
same position:' it was to show that at Ron1e an institution 
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existed analogous to that ,vhich they ,vished to confirm. In 
reserving to himself a certain nlunber of provinces ,vhich he 
might deal ,vith in a peculiar manner, did not the Pope most 
clearly recognise it as necess"ary that the same should be the 
case ,vith other Churches; and that a portion of the po,ver 
,vhich belonged exclusively to him in his position as chief 
pastor of the universal Church, sholùd be conlmitted to other 
bishops 1 The Bishop of Rome was then, strictly speaking, 
the founder of the institution of patriarchates (that is to say, 
he gave to certain patriarchs a portion of that po'wer over the 
universal Church ,vhich belonged to him). He had himself 
given the type, that is, the motive, upon \vhich the Fathers 
of Nicæa founded their canon. Can 'we wonder, then, that 
the most remote antiquity found in this canon, to use the 
expression of Pope Gelasius 1.,1 'an unique and irrefragable 
testinlony' in support of the primacy?" 
The sixth canon of Nicæa has been inserted in the (Jorp
ts 
iuris canonici, but there it has been divided into three smaller 
canons. 2 
CAN. 7. 
' E 
 " e ' \ , 
 , ... 
 , 
7TEt01) UVV'f) Eta KEKpa'T'l}1CE I(,a
 7rapaoOut
 apxata, WUTE TOV 
, A '",' , , " 8 " \' i\ 8 ' ... ... 
EV 
/\'Uf E7rLUK07rOV TtfLau at, EXETlO 71}V aKO ou Lav 7'1}r;; TtfL'1]r;; 
"' '", 5-'.' """ t ' 
7'[1 fL'l}'Tp07TO/\'Et UlO'-jOJ1ÆVOV TOU OtK,ELOV açtOJfLa'TO
. 
" As custom and ancient tradition sho,v that the Bishop of 
Ælia ought to be honoured (in a special manner), he shall 
have precedence; ,vithout prejudice, however, to the dignity 
which belongs to the Inetropolis." 
Short as this canon is, its explanation presents great diffi- 
culties. One thing is certain: it is, that the Council desires 
to confirm an ancient right of the Eishop of Ælia, that is 
to say, of Jerusalem, to enjoy certain honours; but in 'what 
they consisted, and ,vhat n1ust be understood by the 'words 
àKoi\ov8la T7)r;; TtllJ]r;;, ,ye cannot easily detern1Ìne. 
If the city of J erusalelll had not been taken and destroyed 
by Titus, August 31 st, in tIle seventieth year after Christ, 
it ,vould certainly have had, in the organization and economy 
of the Church, a very distinguished place as the ancient 
1 II ard. ii. 919; :l\Iaassen, S. 140 f. 
J C. 6, Dist. lxv.; c. 8, Di::;t. lxiy.; and c. 1, Dist. lxv. 
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lother-Church of Christendonl; but of old Jerusalem there 
remained only three to,vers and a portion of the city ,vall: 
all the rest was levelled ,vith the ground, and the plough had 
passed over the ruins. 
A short time after the year 70, certain J e,vish and Chris- 
tian colonists settled in the midst of these ruins, and built 
huts there, and even a little Christian church in the place, 
in ,vhich the first believers ,vere in tIle habit of meeting after 
the ascension of Christ to celebrate the eucharistic feast? A 
short time after the COInmencement of the second century, 
the Emperor Hadrian had a ne,v city built upon the ruins of 
Jerusalem, ,vith a tenlple to Jupiter Capitolinus. He also 
gave the new city the name of Ælia Capitolina, in relnem- 
brance of this tenlple and of his o,vn fanÜly. He peopled it 
with fresh colonists, after the entire exclusion of the J e,vs. 
We find in this new city a large comnlunity of Christians, 
converts frOln heathenisn1, .who had at their head the Bishop 

1arcus;2 but for t,vo hundred years the name of Jerusalem 
appears no more in history.3 The ne,v city ,vas treated as 
though it had nothing in common ,vith the old; there ,vas 
even considerable difficulty in kno,ving and distinguishing the 
differences ,vhich existed between the one and the other. 4 Thus 
it happened that the city of Hadrian had not the ecclesiastical 
rank 'v hich belonged by right to old J erusalenl. After J eru- 
salem had been destroyed 1y Titus, Cæsarea (Tll1
ris Stratonis), 
,vhich had fornlerly been only the second city in the country, 
became the civil and ecclesiastical metropolis, and the Bishop 
of Ælia was only a sÏ1nple suffragan of the ll1etropolitan of 
Cæsarea. But it 11light be foreseen that the reverence of all 
Christians for the holy places, sanctified by the life, sufferings, 
and death of our Lord, would contribute little by little to raise 
the importance of the old city, and consequently that of its 
Church and bishop; and thus it came to pass that the metro- 
politan of Cæsarea ,vas gradually equalled, if not surpassed, by 


1 Epipll. de mensuris et ponde1'ibus, c. 14-, t. ii. p. 170, ed. Petav. 
2 Euseb. IIist. Eccles. iv. 6, 
3 It is only after the Council of Nicæa tnat the name of J ernsalem reappears. 
Eusebius, for instance, always uses it. 
4 Dcvcriùg{', l.c. p. 63. 
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the dignity of the Holy City KaT' Ègoxnv,-,vithout, hO"wever
 
the subonlinate ecclesiastiaal position of the latter being altered. 
To,vards the end of the second century the gradation w.as 
already so sensible, that at a Synod of Palestine the Bishop 
of Ælia occupied the presidency conjointly with the metro- 
politan of Cæsarea (secundo loco, it is true); as Eusebius, ,vha 
was hilnself afterwards metropolitan of Cæsarea, plainly tells 
us in the fifth book and twenty-third chapter of his History: 
" At a Synod held on the subject of the Easter controversy 
in the time of Pope Victor, Theophilus of Cæsarea and N ar- 
cissus of Jerusalem .were presidents." The same Eusebius 
sho","s us, in his fifth book and t\venty -fifth chapter, ho\v 
near in honour the Bishops of J erusaIem and Cæsarea ,vere 
to each. other; for, 'v hen \vriting a list of the bishops, he 
places Narcissus of J erUSalelll before the metropolitan Theo- 
philus of Cæsarea. It is true that in the twenty-second 
chapter he does tIle contrary. The synodal letter of the 
bishops assenlbled at Antioch in 2 G 9 on the subject of the 
errors of Paul of Samosata is very remarkable on this point. 
It is signed first by Helenus Bishop of Tarsus, immediately 
afterwards by Hymenæus Bishop of Jerusalem, .whilst Theo- 
tecnus Bishop of Cæsarea signs only qua1'to loco.! It nlust 
not, however> be hastily concluded from this that the Bishop 
of Jerusalem had already at this tilne priority of the metro- 
politan of Cæsarea; but it cannot be doubted that the entirely 
exceptional position in which he found himself ,vould of 
necessity raise difficulties bet,veen himself and his 11letropo- 
litan. It is this ,vhich probably induced the Synod of Nicæa 
to pass its seventh canon. The eminent De Marca, as ,veIl 
as other historians, have supposed that by this canon the 
Synod wished to grant the first place to the Bishop of J eru- 
salenl, inlmec1iateIy after the three great Patriarchs of Rome, 
Alexandria, and Antioch, 'without altogether raising him to 
the rank of Patriarch, and leaving hÌ1n subject to the juris- 
diction of the metropolitan -of Cæsarea. J\larca explains in 
I . h d " " 0 ' ,.. ,.. 1 H 
t us way t e wor s fXETClJ T'l}V aKoÀov I,av Tr;ç; TtjLT}Ç; : . e 
should have the honour (respcct
fJ honoris) of follo\ving iUl- 
mediately after the metropolitans of Rome, Alexandria, and 
1 Euseb. I-Iist. Eales. vii. 30. Cf. c. 22. See further back, sec. 9. 
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Antioch; 2. The last ,vords of tIle canon signify that the 
dignity "\v hich belongs to the metropolitan nlust not, ho,vever, 
be infringed. I l\larca appeals in support of his theory to 
an old translation by Dionysius the Less, and to another 
yet older translation ,vhich ,vas composed for the Synod of 
Carthage held in 419. But llOt one of these. translations 
supports l\farca, for not one of them gives any explanation 
of the ,vords àKoÀovÐla Tf}
 TtJLr;
.2 Beveridge has especially 
taken it upon himself to refute Marca. A patriarch placed 
under the jurisdiction of a metropolitan is, according to him, 
an impossibility. He considers that, by the ,vords lXÉTW 7
V 
àKoÀovÐlav, the Council of Nicæa has simply desired to con- 
firnl to the Bishop of Jerusalem the first place after the 
llletropolitan of Cæsarea, just as in the Anglican hierarchy the 
Bishop of Londo11 comes inlmediately after the Archbishop 
of Canterbury. Beveridge remarks on this, that it may be 
answered, that in this saIne Synod of Nicæa, where the 
bishops signed by provinces, l\facarius Bishop of Jerusalem 
nevertheless signed before Euse bius the metropolitan of 
Cæsarea. Beveridge ackno,vledges the accuracy of this reply; 
but he adds that t,vo other bishops of Palestine also signed 
before Eusebius, and yet no one ,viII maintain that they "\vere 
not under the jurisdiction of the metropolitan of Cæsarea. 
The signatures at the Council of Ni
'"ea are not, then, con- 
clusive. It lllight be added that, in these sanle signatures 
of the Council, the Inetropolitan of the province of Isauria 
is found signing in the fifth place, that is to say, after four 
of his suffragans; and even the metropolitan of Ephesus did 
not sign first among the bishops of Asia JJ[inor (although 
Ephesus ,vas one of the largest Inetropolitan cities of the 
Church): his name conles after that of the Bishop of 
Cyzicus. 
A more remarkable incident is, that almost immediately 
after the Council of Nicæa, the Bishop of J erusalenl, l\laxinlus, 
convoked, .without any reference to the Bishop of Cæsarea, a 
Synod of Palestine, .which pronounced in favour of S. Atha- 
llasius, and proceeded further to the consecration of bishops. 
1 J\Iarca, de Conco'J"dia saCfrdotii et imperii, lib. v. c. 12, D. 4. 
I See :Mansi, vi. 1128, and iv. 411 ; Hard. i. 1246. . 
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Socrates, who records tl1Ìs fact, adds, it is true, that he ,vas 
reprilnanded for having so acted.! But this fact sho,vs that 
the Bishop of Jerusalem ,vas endeavouring to make himself 
independent of the Bishop of Cæsarea. It Inay also be seen 
by the signatures of the second CEcumenical Synod, that Cyril 
Bishop of J erusalenl ,vrote his name before that of Thalassius 
Bishop of C
sarea. And, on the other side, it is not less certain 
that in 395 John Inetropolitan of Cæsarea nominated Por- 
phyrius, a priest of Jerusalem, Bishop of Gaza; and that the 
Synod of Diospolis, held in 415, ,vas presided over by Eulo- 
gius metropolitan of Cæsarea, although John Bishop of J eru- 
salem ,yas present at the Synod. These different researches 
SIIO'V us that the question of precedence bet\veen the Bishops 
of Cæsarea and Jerusalem cannot be determined; for sonletimes 
it is the Bishop of Cæsarea ,vho is first, sometimes the Bishop 
of Jerusalem. This state of things lasted on to the tinle of the 
third æcumenical Council held at Ephesus in 431. Juvenal 
Bishop of Jerusalem took a very prominent place, and signed 
Ï1n111ediately after Cyril of Alexandria (it is true the Bishop 
of Cæsarea in Palestine .was not present). But this same Cyril 
,vas at this Synod a declared opponent of Juvenal; and when 
the latter ,vished by the help of false docunlents to have his 
ecclesiastical primacy over Palestine acknowledged by the 
Council, Cyril appealed on the subject to the authority of the 
Roman See. 2 This sanle J uvenal Bif;hop of J erusalenl had 
attelnpted, after a long contest ,vÏ1 h !1axÏ1nus Bishop of 
JA..ntioch, to make himself a patrim eh; and the Bishop of 
.i:\.ntioch, "Teary of the controversy, determined that the three 
provinces of Palestine should be under the patriarchate of 
Jerusaleln, .whilst Phænicia and Arabia should remain attached 
to the see of Antioch. The fourth CEcumenical Council held 


1 Socrates, ii. 24. 
! Pope Leo the Great wrote on this subject, in his sixty-second letter to Bishop 

raximus of Antioch: Sicut etiarn in Ephesina synodo, quæ impiurn Nestoriurn 
cum dO[]1nate suo perculit, Juvenalis episcopus ad obtinend'llrn Palæstinæ provinciæ 
p1"incipaturn credidit se posse sufficere, et insolentes ausus p
r cmnmentitia scripta 
firmare. Quod sanctæ memm'iæ Cyrillus Alexand1;invL; merito perlLOr1"escens, 
SC1"iptis suis milti, quid prædicla cupiditas au sa sit, indicavit et sollicita prtce 
multu1n poposcit, ut nulla illicitis conatibus pneberetur assensio.-BEVEI:.IDGE, 
l.e. p. 64 b. 
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at Chalcedon ratified this division in its seventh session, ,vith.. 
out, as it appears, the least opposition being offered. 1 
The last v;rards of the seventh canon, T1} j.I/l]Tp07rÓÀH, K.T.X., 
have also been explained in different ,vays. l\lost ,vriters- 
and ,ve share their opinion-think that these ,vords desig- 
nate the metropolis of Cæsarea; others have supposed that 
the question is about the nletropolis of Antioch; but Fuchs 2 
has supposed that the reference is ,vholly to Jerusalem. Ac- 
cording to him, the Council SiIllply .wished to sho,v the reason 
ûf the existence of certain honours granted to this Church, 
because this nlctropolis (as an original Church) had a special 
dignity. This last theory cle
lTly cannot be sustained: if the 
canon had this meaning, it w.ould certainly have had a very 
different form. This seventh canon has been inserted in the 
001]JUS :jur.is canonici. 3 
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1 Hard. ii. 491. 
2 Fuchs, Bibliothck der Ki1'chenversammlurl[jen, Ba. i. S. 391). 
:I C. 7, Dist. Ixv. 



410 


HISTORY OF THE COUNCILS. 


"With reO'ard to those ,vho call the111selves Catha?'i, the 
ð 
holy and great Synod decides, that if they ,vill enter the 
Catholic and Apostolic Church, they must subl11it to inlposition 
of hands, and they may then remain among the clergy: they 
must, above all, promise in writing to conforI11 to and follo,v 
the doctrines of the Catholic and Apostolic Church; that is to 
say, they must COllll11unicate ,vith those w"ho have married a 
second time, and ,vith those ,vho have lapsed under persecu- 
tion, but ,vho have done penance for their faults. They l11USt 
then follow in every respect the doctrines of the Catholic 
Church. Consequently, ,vhen in villages or in cities there are 
found only clergy of their o,vn sect, the oldest of these clerics 
shall remain among the clergy, and in their position; but if 
a Catholic priest or bishop be found among theIn, it is evident 
that the bishop of the Catholic Church should preserve the 
episcopal dignity, ,vhilst anyone ,vho has received the title of 
bishop from the so-called Catha?"i ,yould only have a right to 
the honours accorded to priests, unless the bishop thinks it 
right to let him enjoy the honour of the (episcopal) title. If 
he does not desire to do so, let hinl give hÜ11 tlle place of 
rural bishop (clwrep iscop us) or priest, in order that he Inay 
appear to be altogether a part of the clergy, and that there 
may not be t,vo bishops in one city." 
The Oathari ,vho are here under discussion are no other 
than the N ovatians (and not the J\lontanists, as is Inaintail1ed 
in the Güttingc?" gclch1'ten Anzeigen, 1780, St. 105), w"ho from 
a spirit of severity,vished to exclude for ever from the Church 
those who had sho,vn weakness during. persecution. They 
arose at the tÜ11e of the Decian persecution, to,vards the 
111iddle of the third century, and had for their founder the 
Roman priest N ovatian, 'v ho accused his Bishop Cecilian of 
sho,ving too 11luch lenity to,vards the lapsi. These schismatics 
,vere called N ovatians from the nal11e of their leader; but 
from a spirit of pride they gave thenlselves the nal11e of 
Oathari (Puritans), KaT' Ègox
v, because their cOl1ununiol1 alone 
was in their eyes the pure bride of Christ, 'v hilst the Catholic 
Church had been contaminated by the readn1Ïssion of the 
[{(psi. Their fundanlental principle of the perpetual exclusion 
of the lapsi ,vas in a manner the concrete fOrln of the general 
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principle, 'brought forward t,vo generations before, that whoever 
after baptism once fell into mortal sin, should never be re- 
ceived back into the Church. The Catholic Church was her- 
self in those tin1es very much inclined to severity: she granted 
permission to perforn1 penance only once;1 "\vhoever fell a 
second time ,vas for ever excluded. But the l\lontanists and 
N ovatians exceeded this severity, and professed the most 
ll1erciless rigour. A portion of the N ovatians - those of 
Phrygia 2 - follo,ved the J\lontanists in a second kind of 
rigourism, in declaring that anyone of the faithful .who 
married again after the death of his consort committed adul- 
tery. 'Vhat we have said sho\vs that the N ovatians ,vere in 
truth schismatics, but not heretics; and this explains the mild 
manner in .which the Council of Nicæa treated the N ovatian 
priests (for it is of them only that this canon speaks).3 The 
Council treats them as it had treated the l\ieletians. 4 It de- 
cides, in fact, 1st, /fJUTE XEtpoBETOVI1.1.vovç, K.T.À., that is to say, 
"they Inust receive imposition of hands." The meaning of 
these ,vords has been a matter of dispute. Dionysius the Less 
translates them in this way: 1Lt Í1npositionem 1nan1tS accipi- 
entes, sic in clero per'Jnaneant. 5 The Prisca 6 gives a similar 
translation; and then it may be said that the eighth canon, 
according to the two authors, would be entirely in accordance 
with the decision given by the Council of Nicæa on the sub- 
j ect of the J\leletians. That decision ordered that the !leletian 
clergy should not indeed be ordained ane\v by a Catholic 
bishop, but that they ought nevertheless to receive from hÏ1n 
imposition of hands? They were treated as those ,vho had 
received baptism at the hands of heretics. Beveridge 8 and 
Van Espen 9 have eXplained this canon in another manner, 
resting upon Rufinus; and the two Greek commentators of the 
middle ages, Zonaras and Balsam on. According to then1, the 
'XELPOBETOVfdvovç; does not signify the imposition of hands 


1 The Pastor Hermæ, lib. ii. 
Iand. iv. c. 1, says: Servis enim Dei pæni- 
tentia una est. 
2 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. v. 22. 
3 Cf. 1tlattes, die ](etzertaufe, in the TÜbinger. theolog. Quartalschr. 1849, 
S. 578. 
.1 See above, sec. 40. ð In :l\fansi, ii. 680. 6 In 
Iallsi, vi. 1128. 
1 See above, sec. 40. 8 l.c. p. 67. 9 Oormnentarius in canones, p. 94. 
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,vhich was to be received on their returning to tIle Catholic 
Church: it sinlply refers to the priesthood received in the 
comnlunity of the Novatians; and consequently the sense of 
the canon of the Council of Nicæa is as follo\vs: "Whoever 
has been ordained .when alnongst the Novatians, must relnain 
among the clergy." It seems to me that the Greek text is 
more favourable to the first opinion than to the second, as the 
article is wanting before 'XEtpoeETOVJL
VOvr;, and aÙTovr; is added; 
but this first opinion itself supposes that the reference is to 
those .who ,vere already clerics \vhen tlley were in Novatian- 
. 
ism, so that the meaning and fundan1ental idea is nearly the 
same in the one interpretation as in the other: for even sup- 
posing that Beveridge and Van Espen are in the rigllt, it does 
not follo\v that the N ovatian clerics were admitted among the 
orthodox clergy without any condition, particularly without 
some hnposition of hands; on the contrary, it is clear that 
they .were not treated \vith more consideration than the 
Meletian clergy. Gratian appears to us to be in opposition 
to \v hat our text tells us, and to the practice of the ancient 
Church, as well as .to the analogy of the case of the N ovatians 
with that of the Meletians, in supposing that the eighth canon 
of Nicæa prescribes a re-ordination. 1 
The Synod decided, besides, that the Novatians ,vho came 
over should promise in writing a full submission to the doc- 
trines of the Catholic Church. By these doctrines the canon 
does not seem to mean the doctrines of the faith in the special 
sense of the ,vords: it seems rather to have reference to the 
adnlÎssion of the lapsi, and those \vho contracted second Inar- 
riages. To quiet the Novatians on the subject of the lapsi, 
care is taken to add that they lllust have submitted to a pre- 
scribed penance; that is to say, that the lapsi should, before 
"being readn1Ïtted into the Church, undergo a long and severe 
penance. 
After having established these two rules of discipline, the 
Synod adds the general condition, that Novatians (that is to 
say, the N ovatian clergy) who desire restoration to the Church 
shall submit in general to all the doctrines of the Catholic 
Church. 


1 Gratian, Corp. juris canonici, cap. 8, causa i. quæst. 7. 
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The Council adds also the following directions :- 
(a.) If in any city or village there exist only N ovatian 
clergy, they are to retain their offices; so that, for exaUl pIe, 
the N ovatian bishop of an entirely N ovatian district may 
renlain as a regular bishop when he re-enters the Catholic 
Church. 
(ß.) But if there be found some\vhere (perhaps it is neces- 
sary to read Eì Sé 7rOU instead of eì 8
 TOÛ) a Catholic bishop 
or priest along ,vith N ovatians, the Catholic bishop is to pre- 
serve his office; and the N ovatian bishop must take the posi- 
tion of a simple priest, unless the Catholic bishop thinks it 
.well to allo,v him the honour of the episcopal title (but with- 
out any jurisdiction). The Council does not say ,vhat is to 
be done ,vith the N ovatian priests; but ,ve Dlay infer that, in 
places ,vhich possess but one priest, the cure should return to 
a Catholic priest, and the N ovatian priest should retain only 
the title. The Synod did not provide for the case of a. con- 
flict between several priests, but the rules made on the subject 
of the 1\ieletians enable us to supply this omission. Converts 
are allowed to remain in the office and rank of the priesthood, 
but they are to take their place after the other priests, and 
they are to be excluded from elections. 
("I.) Lastly, in a case where a Catholic bishop ,volùd not 
leave the N ovatian bishop the continuance of the episcopal 
title, he should give him the post of a ch01
episcopus 1 or priest, 
and this that the Novatian might continue to be visibly one 
of the clergy, and yet there might not be t,vo bishops in the 
same city.2 
This nlildness of the Synod of Nicæa in the case of the 
N ovatians had no more effect in extinguishing this schism 
than in the case of the Meletians; for N ovatianism continued 
until the fifth century. 
Amongst the Novatian bishops who took part in the Synod, 
we must especially mention Acesius, bishop of this sect at 
Constantinople, whom the Emperor Constantine held in great 
esteem on account of the austerity of his life, and had in co- 1- 


1 See the art. Ohorbisclwf in the I{irchenlexicon of vVetzer and "\Velte, Ed. ii. 
S. 495 f. 

 S. Auóustine makes allusion to this rule in his Epist. 213. See above, sec. 4.1. 
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sequence invited him to the Synod.! Constantine asked him 
if he were ,villing to subscribe the Creed and the rlùe on the 
feast of Easter. " Yes," replied Acesius, "for there is here, 
o Emperor, nothing new introduced by the Council; for it has 
been so believed since the time of the apostles, and thus has 
Easter been kept." And ,vhen the Emperor further asked, 
"'Vhy, then, do you separate from the communion of the 
Church?" Acesius replied by quoting different acts .which 
had been passed under the Elnperor Decius, and by declaring 
that no one who had committed mortal sin should be ad- 
mitted again to the holy mysteries. He lnight be exhorted 
to repentance, but the priest had not the right to pronounce 
hUll really absolved, but the penitent must look for pardon 
from God alone. Upon this the En1peror replied, " Acesius, 
take a ladder, and climb up to heaven alone."2 Sozolnen has 
suggested 3 that Acesius was of very great use to his party, 
and it is generally believed that this canon was made so mild 
to,yards the Novatians out of respect for him. 4 


CAN. 9. 
E " , f: ' , 0 ß ' " , 
L TlVE
 aVEçETaUTlt)
 7rpou'l}X 'l}uav 7rpEU VTEpOt, 1] avaKpt- 
, 
, \
 "" \( "\ ' 
VOf.1ÆVOL wfLoÀ.o'Y'l}uav Ta 'l}fLapT'l}fLEva aVTOI8, KaL OfLo/\,O'Y'l}uaVTClJV 
, '" \ , , " 0 " , '" 
aVTWV, 7fapa Kavova KlVOVfLEVOt av pCIJ7fOl TOl8 TOto 1 }TOtf) 'XEtpa 
, 0 ' , 
 " , '\" 
E7ftTE ELKaUL' TOVTOVf) 0 Kavwv ou 7fpOULETat' TO ryap aVE'lrt- 
À'l}7fTOV ÈKDtKEî 
 KaOOÀtK
 'EKKÀ.'l}u{a. 
"If any persons have been admitted to the priesthood 
,vithout inquiry, or if upon inquiry they have confessed their 
crÏ1nes, and the imposition of hands has nevertheless been 
conferred upon them in opposition to the canon, such ordina- 
tion is declared invalid; for the Catholic Church requires men 
who are blameless." 
The crimes in question are those which were a bar to the 
priesthood, such as blasphemy, (successive) bigamy, heresy, 
idolatry, n1agic, etc., as the Arabic paraphrase of Joseph ex- 
plains. Ð It is clear that these faults are plmishable in the 


1 Sozom. Hist. Eccl. ii. 32 ; Socrat. Hist. Eecl. i. 10. 
2 Socrat. l. c. i. 10; Sozom. l. c. i. 22. 3 Sozom. ii. 32. 
4r Cf. Tillemont, Mémoi.]'es, etc., t. vi. aJ..ticle 17, p. 289, ed. Brux. 1732. 
· In Beveridge, l.c. p. 70. 




ICÆA.: CONTENTS OF THE CANONS. 


415 


bishop no less than in the priest, and that consequently our 
canon refers to the bishops as 'well as to the r;rpEußúTEPOt in 
the more restricted sense. These ,vords of the Greek text, " In 
the case in 'v hich anyone might be induced, in opposition to 
the canon, to ordain such persons," allude to the ninth canon 
of the Synod of Neocæsarea. It 'was necessary to pass such 
ordinances; for even in the fifth century, as the twenty-second 
letter of Pope Innocent the First testifies, some held that as 
baptisnl effaces all fOrIner sins, so it takes a-way all the im- 
JJcdÙnenta ol'clinationis ,vhich are the result of those sins.! 
The ninth canon of Nicæa occurs twice in the Corpus it
ris 
cænonici. 2 
The follo,ving canon has a considerable resemblance to the 
one ,vhich ,ve have just considered. 


CAN. 10. 
r I D ' e ,.. " " 
uot r;rpoEXEtpLu 1]uav TWV wapa7T'f.7T'TClJKOTClJV /laTa aryvOtav, 
1J Kaì WPOEtÙÓT(i)V TWV wpoxEtptua/LÉvCIJV, 'TOVTO OÙ wpOKpívf.t, 'Tip 
, ,.,"" ,.. O f , e ,.. 
KavovL Tp f.KK/\'1}GtauTLKcp' "IVCIJU EVTE
 "lap Ka atpovVTat. 
"The lapsi ,vho have been ordai.ned in ignorance of their 
fall, or in spite of the kno,vledge ,vhich the ordainer had of 
it, are no exception to the canon of the Church, for they are 
to be deposed as soon as their unworthiness is kno'wn." 
The tenth canon differs fronl the ninth, inaslnuch as it 
concerns only the lapsi and their elevation, not only to the 
priesthood, but to any other ecclesiastical preferInent as ,veIl, 
and requires their deposition. The punishment of a bishop 
who should consciously perform such an ordination is not 
nlentioned; but it is incontestable that the lapsi cOlùd not be 
ordained, even after having performed penance: for, as the 
preceding canon states, the Church requires those ,vho ,vere 
faultless. It is to be observed that the 'word WPOXf.lpt!;f.tV is 
evidently elIlployed here in the sense of "ordain," and is used 
,vithout any distinction frOIl1 XEtp{SHV; ,vhilst in the synodal 
letter of the Council of Nicæa on the subject of the Mele- 
tians, there is a distinction behveen these two "rords, and 
wpoXEtpL!;Etv is used to signify elige r re. 3 


1 Cf. Beveridge, l. c. p. 70. 
3 Socrat. l.c. Ì. 9. 


2 C. 4, Dist. 81, and c. 7, Dist. 24. 
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This canon IS found several times in the C07"]JUS ju'ris 
cano'nici. 1 · 
CAN. 11. 
I! \ '" ß ' \',.,. \',1.. I 
ept TCJJV 7rapa aVTClJV 'XClJpt
 avarY"'1J
 'J} XClJpt
 a
atpEUeCIJ
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,"\. ,,,,, , I 
 \... 
fLETafLE/\'OVTat, TpLa ET7J EV aRpOCIJfLEVOL
 7TO"'YjUovutv Ot 7rtUTOt, Kat 

 '" 
 ,.. 
 , 
 \ " , ,I.. "" , 
E7rTa ET1J V7r07rEUOuvTat' OVO oE ET7J XClJpt
 7rpOU 
opa
 KOtVClJV1}- 
""'\. " " " 
UOVUf, Tp /\'ap TCJJV 7rpoc-r::uXCJJV. 
" As to those ,vho lapsed during the tyranny of Licinius, 
,vithout being driven to it by necessity, or by the confiscation 
of their goods, or by any danger ,yhatever, the Synod decides 
that they ought to be treated with gentleness, although in 
truth they have shown themselves unworthy of it. Those 
among them ,vho are truly penitent, and ,vho before their fall 
were believers, must do penance for three years among the 
audientes, and seven years among the subst'rati. For t,vo' years 
following they can take part with the people at divine service, 
but without themselves participating in the oblation." 
The persecution of Licinius had come to an end only a 
few years before the meeting of the Council of Nicæa, and 
at the downfall of that Enlperor. The cruelty ,vith which 
they,vere persecuted led a large number into apostasy. Thus 
the Council had to take notice in several of its canons of the 
lapsi; and as there were different classes to be made among 
these lapsi-that is to say, as some among them had yielded 
at the first threat, whilst others had undergone long tortures 
before their fall-the Synod wished to take account of the 
extenuatÜig as ,veIl as of the aggravating circumstances, and to 
proportion the punishment to the degree of the fault. This 
canon does not say l
ow' the least guilty are to be treated; but 
it decides that those ,vho are the most guilty, and the least 
excusable, should pass three years in the second degree of 
penitence, seven years in the third, and t,vo years in the fourth 
or lo,vest class. 2 
The canon supposes that those who are to receive this treat- 


1 C. 5, Dist. 81 ; c. 60, Dist. 50. 
2 See the fifth canon of the S)'nod of Ancyra, sec. 16 
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nlellt "
ere before their faU ficlclcs, i.e. members of the Church, 
and not sinlple catechumens. vVe shall see in the fourteenth 
canon 'v hat the Synod decides with respect to catechumens 
"Tho sho\ved themselves \veak. 1 


C.AX. 12. 
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 aKpoaUECJJ
 
, , rI-.' tf 
" "
 ' 1'.' , 
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ð Kat vaKpvu{, 
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uX17paTt, E7T'LOELKvuvTat, OVTOt 7T'/\.1]pwCTaVTEç' 70V 'Xpovov TOV 
t , "" ,"",,, , 
wptUfLEVOV T'ì}
 aKpoaG"E(!J
, EtKOTCJJ
 700V EUXooV KOWCJJVT}Govut, 
, "'t .... "", , , cþ ' e I , 
j1Æ7a 70U EçELVat, 'TCP E7ïLUK07T'rp, Kat Li"av pCJJ7ïOTEpOV 'Tt, WEpt 
, " ß " e t' 
 , , 
 cþ I " ".... 
aVTOOV OV"Æuuau at. OCTOt OE aOLa Op(J)
 1]VEryKav, Kat TO U'X'ì7J.U;' 
.... [ , ] " , " E ' I , "" ,,, r , 
70U fL1] ELUlEvat EL
 'T1]V KK/\,'1}ULaV apKEtV aVTOt
 T}ry't}CTaVTO 
, " ,J... , 'E; , 
, " 
'lTpO
 T1}V E7rtUTpO,/,,1]V, Eça7T'aVTOç' 7r/\,'l}pOUT(J)UaV TOV XPOVOV. 
"Those \vho, called by grace, have sho,vn the first zeal, and 
have laid aside their belts, but after\vards have returned like 
dogs to their vonlit, and have gone so far as to give nloney 
and presents to be readmitted into military service, shall 
remain three years among the audientes, and ten years among 
the s'llbstr;Ydi. But in the case of these penitents, their intention 
and the character of their repentance must be tried. In fact, 
those among thenl \vho, by fear and \vith tears, together \vith 
patience and good works, sho\v by deeds that their conversion 
is real, and not merely in appearance, after having finished the 
tinie of their penance anlong the a
ldientcs, may perhaps take 
part alnong those \v ho pray; and it is in the pnwer of the 
bishop to treat thenl with yet greater lenity. As to those who 
bear ,vith indifference (their exclusion from the Church), and 
who think that this exclusion is sufficient to expiate their 
faults, they must perform the \vhole period prescribed by the 
la\v." 


1 On the penitential system of the primitiye Church, see Beveridge, l. c. p. 71 
sqC],.; and Bintcrim, DenklcÜrdi[Jkeiten, Ed. v. Thl. ii. S. 362 ff. 
:2 D 
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. In his last contests ,vith Constantine, Licinius had made 
hÏ1nself the representative of heathenism; so that the final 
issue of the war would not be the mere triunlph of one of the 
t,vo competitors, but the tritunph or fall of Christianity or 
heathenisln. 1 Accordingly, a Christian ,vho had in this 'var 
supported the cause of Licinius and of heathenisnl might be 
considered as a lapslls, even if he did not formally fall a,vay. 
"'\Vith nluch nlore reason might those Christians be treated as 
laps?:, ,vho, having conscientiously given up 1nilitary service 
(this is meant by the soldier's belt), after,vards retracted their 
resolution, and ,vent so far as to give money and presents for 
the sake of readlnission, on account of the nunlerous advan- 
tages ,vhich military service then afforded. It must not be 
forgotten that Licinius, as Zonaras and Eusebius relate,2 1'e- 
q uired from his soldiers a formal apostasy; c0111pelled them, 
for exanlple, to take part in the heathen sacrifices ,vhich were 
held in the camps, and dismissed froln his service those ,vho 
,vould not apostatize. It must not be supposed, then, that 
the Council forbade military service generally, as the ,vriter 
has sbo,vn in the TÜbingc1
 Theol. Quarrtalseh1
ift for 1841 
(S. 386). But equally untenable is the opinion of Aubespine. 3 
He supposes that the canon speaks of those ,vho promised to 
perform a lifelong penance, and to retain the accustomed 
penitential dress, but who after,vards broke their vow, and 
took part in secular nlatters, and tried to Inake their ,yay to 
posts of honour. The cinguluÆ1 ,vhich the canon mentions is 
evidently the cinguium 'lJ'ìilitiæ. It is in this sense too that 
Pope Innocent the First has used it in his letter to Victricius 
of Rouen. He says to that bishop, Inaking, it is true, a mis- 
take upon another point: Constituit Nicæna synodus, si qllis 
post 'rc1nissionem pcccatoTUÆ'ì cingulu1n militiæ seculaTis habucT-it, 
ad clericatum admitti omnino non clebet. 4 
The Council punishes ,vith three years in the second degree 
of penance, and ,vith ten years in the third" those of the faith- 
ful ,vho had taken the side of Licinius in his struggle against 
Christiänity. It ,vas, ho-wever, la,vful for the bishop to pro- 
nlote the better disposed penitents of the second rank (àKpÓ- 


I Euseb. Hist. Eccl. x. 8. 
J In Van Espen, l.c. p. 97. 


2 In Beveridge, l.c. i. 73, and Euseb. x. 8. 
4 Cf. Fuch::;, l.c. S. 404. 
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auLr;) to the fourth, in which they could be present at the 
,vhole of divine service (EVX
)' It is not stated ho\v long 
they should renlain in this fourth rank; but fronl 'what the 
eleventh canon says, it may be supposed that they remained 
in it t\VO years. As to those \vho under\vent their penance 
,vith lllore indifference, and \vho \vere content to pray outside 
the Church, ,vithout taking any active part in divine service, 
they,vere required to fulfil the ,vhole time of their penance. 
It is by considering the negation J.t
 ,vhich COllles before 

lutÉvat as an interpolation, as Gelasius of Cyzicus, the P'risca, 
Dionysius the Less, the pseudo-Isidore,! Zonaras,2 and others 
have done, that the interpretation given above may be obtained. 
When inserting this canon in the de Pænitentia,3 Gratian gives 
it the saIne meaning that \ve do. If it is desired at any 
cost to retain the negation, the last clause will be explained 
as follo\vs: "They consider it as sufficient obedience to the 
Church not to go beyond \vhat is allo\ved to thenl as penitents, 
and not to attend \vithout permission the missa fidelÍll1n." 


CAN. 13. 
II '\ t" ,.. 'f: 
, <<: "\'" " 
Ep
 DE 'TWV ESOOEVOVTWV 0 'IT'a/\,atOr; Kat KavOvtKor; VOJLor; 
cþ "\ e ' , ,,
, " 't: 
 , ,.. "\ ' , 
v/\,ax YjUETat Kali VVV, WUTE, EL 'Ttr; EçOOEvot, TOV TE/\,EVTatOV Kat 
, ",1., 
, " " e ' t'" e ' 
aVa''1lCatoTaTOV E'fJOOLOV li/Y} a7rOUTEpELU at' Et DE a7roryvwu E/S 
, , , ",,\'" $'." 't: 0 " , 
Kat KOtVWVtar; 'IT'aÀ.tV TVXWV, 'IT'a/\,tv EV 'TOtr; ,:>WUtV EçETau ?J, JLETa 
" , ,..,,..,,, e ',,\ t' , , , 
'TooV KOLVWVOVVTWV 'T1}r; EVX1}r; JLovYJr; EUTW' Ka O/\,OV DE Kat 7rEp" 
,<<: "'t 
 , " ,.. " E ' 
waVTor; OVTtVOUOVV EsOOEVOVTor;, atTOVVTOr; TOV /LETauXEtv VXa- 
, <<:" , 
 ,,
, 
ptUTtar;, 0 E7rLUK07rOr; JLETa oOlu/LaUtar; E7rtOOTltJ. 
""\Vith respect to the dying, the old rule of the Church 
shall continue to be observed, \vhich forbids that anyone \vho 
is on the point of death should be deprived of the last and 
most necessary viaticn1n. If he does not die after having 
been absolved and admitted to cOIllnlunion, he must be placed 
amongst those who take part only in prayer. The bishop 
shall, ho\vever, administer the Eucharist, after necessary 
inquiry, to anyone who on his deathbed asks to receive it." 
The Synod of Nicæa provides for the case of a lapslls being 
in danger of death before he has fulfilled the period of his 


I :Mansi, ii. 681, 690, 899, vi. 1129. 
3 C. 4, Dist. 5. 


2 In Eeveridge, l.c. i. 73. 
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penance, and decides that, in conforn1Ìty 'with the old custom 
and ,vith old rules-for exanlple, the sixth canon of the Council 
of Ancyra-the holy Eucharist (Ècþóùwv) should be admini- 
stered to the dying person, although he has not fulfilled all 
his penance. 1 Van Espen 2 and Tillemont 3 have proved, 
against Aubespine, that the word ÈcþÓùwv here signifies the 
cOlllnlunion, and not merely absolution ,vithout communion. 
The opinion of those two authors is also that of the t,vo old 
Greek conlmentators Zonaras and Balsanlon, and of the Ara- 
bian paraphrast Joseph. If the sick person should recover 
his health, he should take his place in the highest rank of 
penitents. The Council does not state the period he should 
pass in it, but it is clear, and the ancient collector of canons, 
John of Antioch, adds, "that such an one should rell1ain in 
that class the ,vhole tillle of penance prescribed in canons 
11 or 12."4 
The Synod ends this canon lllore generally. In the begin- 
ning it treats only of the lapsi, but at the end it consiùers all 
those ,vho are excommunicated, and orders that the bishop} 
after having made personal inquiry into the state of 111atters, 
may adminiE:ter the COllllllunion to every nlan on his deathbed, 
,yhatever his offence may have been. 
This thirteenth canon has been inserted in the Corpus 
jH/i'is ca1i. 5 


CA
. 14. 
n ' ... , \ , ,,
 f: ...", 
Ep
 7"WV Ka7"1]XOVf1ÆVWV Kat 7Tapa7TE(}"OV7"C1JV EOOs E 7"?J a"fLlf 
, ,"\. ' 

, ...,,..,,, , 
Kat f1Æ"fa^?J UVVOorp, WU7"E 7"ptwv E7"WV aVTOV
 aKpOCJJjLEVOV
 
, ,... " e \... , 
jLOVOV, jLETa 7"aVTa EVXEU at jLETa TWV Ka'T1]XOUjLEVCJJV. 
" The holy and great Synod orders that catcchunlE:DS ,vho 
have lapsed be a
lclientes for three years; they can after,vards 
join in prayer ,vith the catechunlens." 
The catechumens are not, strictly speaking, menlbers of tIu 
Church: their lapse, therefore, in tinle of persecution, 111a) 
be considered as less serious than actual apostasy. TIut it ,vaf 
also natural to prolong their tinle of probation, ,vhen, afte] 
persecution, they asked again to be adn1Ìtted al110ng the cate. 


1 Cf. Beveridge, l. c. ii. 79. 
3 'I'illemont, l.c. p. 361. 
5 C. 9, causa xxvi. q. 6. 


2 Van Espen, C01nmenta'J't1.u:, l. c. p. 98. 
4 Cf. Beveridge, l. c. ii. 80 b. 
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c11t1111CnS; and it is this of \vhich the fourteenth canon treats. 
These catechU111enS should, it says, remain three years alnong 
the auclientes, that is to say, anlong the catechunlens, \vho only 
take part at the didactic part of \vorship, at sermons, and at 
reading. If they sho\ved during this time of penance zeal 
and nlarks of Ünprovenlent, they 11light be admitted to prayer 
with the catechulnens; that is to say, they m.ight fOTITI part of 
the higher class of those "who made up the cateehu/lneni sensn 
strietiori. These could be present at the general prayers 
'which were offered at the end of the Ser1110n; and they re- 
ceived, but kneeling, the bishop's blessing. 
In the saIne \vay as Origen and several other \vriters, nlore 
especially several Gr
ek historians of the Church, so the Coun- 
cil of Nicæa speaks only, as \ve have seen, of t\VO classes of 
catechume1.ls. Some Latin ,vriters, amongst ,vhom Isidore of 
Seville may be quoted, speak only of these t\VO grades of cate- 
chumens;1 and it may be said, \vithout any doubt, that the 
primitive Church kne\v of no others. Binghan1 2 and N eander 3 
have maintained, and the opinion is generally held, that in the 
fourth century there \vas formed a third class of catechumens, 
COITIposed of those \vho should receive baptism immediately; 
and also that the 111eaning of the cerenlonies for the reception 
of this sacralllent ,vas eXplained to theln. They \vere called 
cþroTlSÓf1ÆvOt and c01npctcntes; but \ve notice that S. Isidore 
makes c01npctentcs synonynlous ,vith ryovVKÀ,{vovTEr;;. Beveridge 
endeavours to prove that S. AUlbrose also spoke of this third 
class of catechunlens;4 but the \vords of this Father, Scquenti 
die erat dmninica; post lcctiones atQue tractatzl1n, dÍ1nissis cate- 
ch'llrnenis, s!JÎnbol'll?7
 aliquibus cmnpctentiblls in baptistcrriis tJ'acle- 
ba11
 basilicæ, sho\v us that by catcch1tmcnis he understands the 
first and second classes, and that the c01npetcntcs belonged to 
the third class. 5 
The fourteenth canon of Nicæa has not been inserted in 
the Corppus iUT1'S canmLici, probably because the old systeul of 
catechumens had ceased to exist at the tinle of GTatial1. 


1 Orig. vii. c. 14. 2 Bingham, iv. 
O. 
3 Neander, 2te Auf!. Bd. iii. S. 60G. 
4 Beveridge, l. c. ii. 81. 
t Cf. TIinterim, DenkwÜrdi[Jkeiten, Ed. i. Thl. i. S. 17. 
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CAN. 15. 
A" "-\' ", , , "
t 

 La TOV 7rO",VV Tapaxov Kat Ta
 UTaUEl8 Ta
 rylvofLEva
 (;OOçC! 
, 0 ,.., , ' e ' \' , 
7raVTa7raUl 7rEpLalpE 1}vat T1]V UVV'Y) EtaV, T1}V 7rapa TOV Kavova 
t 0 ,..," , tl "',,- ' ',,- \ 
(;VPE Eluav (;V TtUL fLEpEUtV, (J)UTE a7iO 7rO",EClJ
 Et
 7rO",lV JL1J 
ß ' ", , ß ' , 
, 
fLETa atVElV J11}TE E7rLUK07rOV fL'Y}TE 7rpEU VTEpOV fL1}T
 OlaKOvov. 
., 
, ",.., t' , ',,- ' 
 rl , 
Et OE Tl
 fLETa TOV T'Y)
 aryLa
 Kat JLErya",'Y}
 UVVOOOU opOV TOtDVTrp 
" , ,"
, t" " 
TlVL E7rlXElp'Y}UElEV, 1] E7rlOOL1] EaVTOV 7rparyfLaTt TOLOVTrp, aKUpClJ- 
0 ' 't' , , , , 0 ' 
1]UETal Eça7raVTO
 TO KaTaUKEvaufLa, Kat a7rOKaTaUTa 1]UETat 
Tfj ÈKKA'Y}ULq" V ó È7rtUK07rO
 
 Ó 7rpEUßÚTEpO
 ÈXEtpOTOV
e1]. 
" On account of the numerous troubles and divisions 'which 
have taken place, it has been thought good that the custonl 
which has been established in some countries in opposition to 
the canon should be abolished; namely, that no bishop, priest, 
or deacon should remove fr0111 one city to another. If any 
one should venture, even after this ordinance of the holy and 
great Synod, to act contrary to this present rule, and should 
follo'w the old custom, the translation shall be null, and he shall 
return to the church to ,vhich he had been ordained bishop 
. " 
or prlest. 
The translation of a bishop, priest, or deacon from one 
church to another, had already been forbidden in the prÜnitive 
Church.! Nevertheless several translations had taken place, 
and even at the Council of Nicæa several eminent lllen ,vere 
present ,vho had left their first bishoprics to take others: thus 
Eusebius Bishop of Nicollledia had been before Bishop of 
Berytus; Eustathius Bishop of Antioch had been before 
Bishop of Berrhæa in Syria. The Council of Nicæa thought it 
necessary to forbid in future these translations, and to declare 
them invalid. The chief reason of this prohibition ,vas found 
in the 
rregularities and disputes occasioned by such change 
of sees; but even if such practical difficulties had not arisen, 
the ,vhole doctrinal idea, so to speak, of the relationship be- 
t,veen a cleric and the church to ,vhich he had been ordained, 
nanlely, the contracting of a mysticallnarriage bet\veen thenl, 
would be opposed to any translation or change. 
In 341 the Synod of Antioch rene,ved, in its bventy-first 
canon, the prohibition passed by the Council of Nicæa; but 
the interest of the Church often rendered it necessary to make 
1 See the Can. Apost. 13 and 14. 
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exceptions, as happened in the case of S. Chrysostom. These 
exceptional cases increased almost imnlediately after the hold- 
ing of the Council of Nicæa, so that in 382 S. Gregory of 
N azianzus considered this la\v anlong those which had long 
1een abrogated by custonl. 1 It was Tilore strictly observed in 
the Latin Church; and even Gregory's contemporary, Pope 
DalTIaSUS, declared hÜnself decidedly in favour of the rule of 
Nicæa. 2 It has been inserted in the C01]YnS Juris canonici. 3 


CAX. 16. 
r, o 
 ..P" 
 , , \ cþ ' ß ,.. a'" ''' cþe "\ ,.. 
UOt pc, 'i' OKwovvwr; P/Y}TE TOV 0 OV 'TOV ÖEOU 7T"pO 0 a"'fl- wv 
,. , \' "\ \' ,
, ., , 
ExovTEr;, p.,1}TE TOV EKK"'7]Uc,aUTc,KOV KaVOVa HOOTEr;, avaXCJJp1}uovut 
'" , ,,\' ß ' ,\ 
 ' ,\ t'"'t. ' ,.. , 
T>}r; EK""''Y) Gïar;, 7T"pEU VTEPO/, 'i} otaKOVO/, 'Y) OI\.CJJr; EV T?J KaVOVL 
ÈgETaSÓp.,EVOL" OVTOt oùôa/Lwr; OEKTOì òcþElÀoVULV Elvat Èv ÉTÉPff 
, ",,\ "'t. ,,.. ,,..., , " e \, 
EKKÌ\.'Y)ULq., a",,,,a 7Tauav aVTO(S avaryK7]V E7TWYEG' at XP7J, ava- 
' cþ , \ 
 '" , "" , , 
UTpE EtV E(8 'Tar; EaVTWV 7TapOc,KLar;, 'Y) E7Ttj),EVOVTar; aKOtvWV'i}TOV
 
'" ,., 
\ \ "\ ' , 
 cþ , \ ... 
 , 
EtVaL 7TpOUY}I<,EC,. E(, OE Kat TO",p.,'Y)UEtE Ttr; v ap7Tauat TOV TCfJ ETEpcp 

 ,1.,' \ ,..,... 
 ,.. , , \ 
OC,a't'EpOVTa, Kat, XEtpOTOV1]Uat EV T'[J aVTOU EKKÀ?]Ulff, /L7J uvry- 
e ' ,..,
" , 
" (,.. 
KaTaTc, Ef.LEVOV 'TOV tOLOV E7TtUIC07TOU, OU aVExmpl]UEV 0 EV T
 
, , 1:: 1-'.' " " f' , 
Kavov(, EsETa
O/LEVOr;, alCvpor; EUTat 'Y) xEtpoTOVLa. 
" Priests, deacons, and clerics in general, who have ,vith 
levity, and \vithout having the fear of God before their eyes, 
]eft their church in the face of the ecclesiastical la\vs, must 
not on any account be received into another: they must be 
conlpelled in all ,vays to return to their dioceses; and if they 
refuse to do so, they nlust be excommunicated. If anyone 
sholùd dare to steal, as it were, a person ,vho belongs to 
another (bishop), and to ordain him for his o\vn church, \vith- 
out the pernlission of the bishop from ,vhom he ,vas vdth- 
dra\vn, the ordination shall be null." 
This sixteenth canon has a good deal of connection \vith 
the preceding. It contains t\VO general principles: a. It 
threatens \vith eXC0111nlUnication all clerics, of \vhatever de- 
gree, if they will not return to their first church;4 b. It forbids 
any bishop to ordain for his o,vn diocese a person belonging 
to another diocese. It may be supposed that the Council of 


1 Cf. Neander, Kircllen[Jesclliclde, 2te Auf!. Bd. iii. S. 317. 
2 Beveridge, 1. c. ii. 81 ; Neander, l. c. 3 Cap. 19, causa vii. q. 1. 
4 _\.ccorùiu 6 to Babamoll, exclusion from comm'llnio clerlcalis. 
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Nicæa has here again in vie\v the J\ieletian schism; but it 
nUlst not be forgotten that Meletius did not ordain strangers 
to his diocese, and retain thenl after\vards, but the reverse- 
he ordained clergynlen for othër dioceses. 
We notice also, that in this canon the expression Èv Tip, 
KaVÓVt È
ETaSÓ/lÆVO
 occurs t,vice to designate a cleric; it 
lneans literally, anyone ,vho belongs to the service of the 
Church, \vho lives under its rule (Kavwv), or ,,
hose name is 
inscribed in its list (lCavwv).1 
Gratian has inserted this canon, and divided it into t,vo. 2 


CAX. 17. 
' E 
, "\"\" '" '
1: 1'.' '''\ 1:' , 
7Tno'f) '];'O/\,/\.Ot EV 'T9} KavOVt ES ETa,:>O/lÆVOC- 'T'Y)V 7T /\,EOVEç Lav Kat 
\' , I;;- 1;;-' , "\ ' e ,.. e ' , 
71}V au::rxpOKEpOEtaV O['WKOVTE
 E7TE/\.U OV70 TOV ELOV 7pufLfLaTOf; 
, T \ , I ",.., "I;;- , \' \ I;;- , 
ÀE''jOFTOÇ' 0 ap"lvpwv aVTOV OVK EOWKEV E7Tt TOKcp' Kat oaVEt- 
1'. " \' ,.. 
 1;;-' "" I \ ,"\. 
,:!OVTEÇ EKaTOUTaç; U7TaLTovutV' EOC-KaLWUEV 1] aryLa Kat J1ÆryU/\/l} 
I 
 "" " e ' \, tl ... I "\ 
UVlJOOOç, wç, EL Tt
 fVpE Ea] J1ÆTa 'TOV opo
' 'TOVTOV 'TOKOV
 /\'afl-- 
ß " 1,\ ,,"\. "\ ' ,,.. ,\ 
UVWV EK fLETaXElPLUEWÇ 'f} a/\,/\,wç jJÆTEPXOfLEVO\; 'TO 7ïparYJla 'f} 
" "\ " ,..,\ t'"\. If' , , .., ,.., 
 t' 
'ljfLLO/\'Laç U7ïatT())V 1] o/\,wç ETEpOV Tt E7TWOWV aLUXpov KEPOOVÇ EUEKa, 
e e ' ,.. "\. I \ ,"\."\. I '" I " 
Ka aLpE l}UETar, TOV 1C/\,1}POV Kat a/\'/\'OTplO
 TOV KaVOJ!oç EUTat. 
" Às lllany clerics, filled \vith avarice and ,vith the spirit of 
usury, forget the sacred ,vords, , lIe that hath not given his 
nloney upon usury,'3 and demand usuriously (that is, every 
nlonth) a rate of interest, the great and holy Synod declares 
that if anyone, after the publication of this la-w, takes interest, 
no 111atter on \vhat grounds, or carries on the business (of 
usurer), no nlatter in .what ,yay, or if he l'equire half as much 
again, or if he give himself up to any other sort of scandalous 
gain, he shall be deposed from his clerical office, and his 
name struck off the list." 
Several of the oldest Fathers of the Church considered that 
the Old Testament forbade interest to be received: thus, in the 
fourth book of his controversial ,york against l\1arcion, Ter- 
tullian \vishes to prove to this Gnostic the harrnony \vhich 
exists bet"ween the Old and the N e\v Testament, by taking as 


I See, on this point, the dissertation of Dr. J\IÜnchen on the first Synod of 
ArIes, in the Bonner Zeitschrift jilr Philos. ?md kathol. Theol. Heft 2ô, S, 64. 
2 C. 23, causa vii. q. 1, anù c. 3, Dist. 7l. 
3 Ps. xv. [LXX. xiv.] 6. 
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an example the teaching given about a loan at interest. Ac- 
cording to Ezekiel,l says Tertullian, he is declared just \v ho 
does not lend his 11loney upon usury, and \"ho does not take 
V7 hat comes to him fronl it, that is to say, the interest. By 
these ,yords of the prophet, God had prepared for the perfec- 
tion of the N e'v Testament. In the Old, nlen had been taught 
that they should not make gain by lending nloney, and in the 
N e'v that they should even ùear the loss of ". hat they had lent. 2 
Clement of Alexandria expresses himself in the sanle ,vay: 
ee The la"w forbids to take usury fronl a brother, and not only 
froin a brother by nature, but also fronl one 'v 110 is of the 
sanle religion as ourselves, or ,vho is one of the sanle nation 
as ourselves, and it looks upon lending llloney at interest as 
unjust: unfortunate persons should rather be assisted \vith 
open hand and open heart." 3 
In taking account of the prohibitions declared by the J e,vish 
IR\v against lending at interest, the customs of that time must 
have filled the Christian mind ,vith horror of this Qllæstus. As 
in the J e,vish language there is 0111 Y one 'word to express 
usury and lending at interest, so ,vith the ROlnans t.he ,vord 
Jæn1ls ,vas also olninous in its double 11leaning. During the 
last period of the republic and under the elnperors, the legal 
and n1Ïldest interest ,vas t"
elve per cent., or, as the R01l1anS 
called it, interest by month, or 
lS'ìtrCt centesima,. but SOll1e- 
times it increased to t,venty-four per cent., binæ ccntcsinLCC, 
and even to forty-e.ight per cent., qyatcTncc ccntcsÍ1nce. 4 Horace 
speaks even of a certain Fufic1ius, ,vho deillanded sixty per 
cent.; and '
"That is renlarkablc is, that he speaks of this Fufi- 
dius ,,,hen on the subject of apothecaries. õ As this exorbi- 
tant int8rest ,vas generally paid at the beginning of the 11lonth, 
the reason 'v hy Ovid speaks of the Celc1 1 CS, and Horace of the 
/1' istes I( alcnclas, is explained. 6 
The early Christians kne,v this loan at interest but little; 
they also kept thenlselves fro111 it conscientiously, so long as 
that brotherly love prevailed fronl ,vhich had CaIne a conl- 
11lunity of goods. nut unhappily other Christians becanle apt 


1 xviii. 8. 2 Tel'tull. aclv. J[co'c. iv. 17. 3 St1"onwt. ii. 473, Pott. 
4- 'Cicero, in Ve1T. iii. 70, Att. vi. 2. 5 1 SatY1'. 2. 1-14. 
" Cf. ...\dam's Roman Antiquities, and Qltartalsc1w{{t, ISH, S. 404. 
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scholars of the heathen in this matter. It ,-ras 1110st blan1e- 
,vorthy in the clergy, ,vhose savings, according to canon law", 
belonged to the poor and to the Church, and least of all 
ought to be abused to usurious gain through the oppression 
of the poor. Therefore the forty-fourth (or forty-third) apos- 
tolical canon gave this order: "A bishop, priest, or deacon 
who receives interest for Inoney lent, must cease from this 
traffic under pain of deposition;" and the Council of ArIes, 
held in 314, says in the t,velfth canon: De 'lninistris, q'lti 
fæne'l,(lnt, plac'ltÍt, eos juxta formam clivinit'lts datu'ln a C07n- 
'In'ltnione abstincre. The seventeenth canon of Nicæa also for- 
bids all the ClC1'gy to lend money on interest; ,ve say to all the 
clcrgy, because in the preceding canon ,ve have sho,vn that by 
the ,vords Èv 'TqJ KavóvL ÈgE'TaSÓf1Ævol, the clergy must be under- 
stood. The Synod, fearing lest the clergy should in future 
. practise usury in a hidden and underhand nUtnner, ,yas careful 
at the end of the canon to define the different sorts of usury 
,vhich are forbidden.! 
The seventeenth canon of Nicæa is found t,vice in the 001.- 
]J'llS i"lTis canonici. 2 
CAN. 18. 
'r H ' 8 7 , 
, , ',,\ ' 
 rl " , 
^ EV ELr; 'T1]V aryLav Kat f1ÆryU/\.'1}V UVVOOOV, OTL EV Ttul, 'T07rot;; 
\',,\ " ß ' ' E ' , 
 
 ' 
Kat 7TO/,ÆU(' 'TOts 7TpEU VTEpOLC; 'T'l}V VXapLU'TlaV Ot OlUICOVot 

 
, rl ,,
 \ " 
 ' 8 ' 
 , 
otoOaULV, 07TEp OV'TE 0 Kavwv OVTE 'l] UVV11 Eta 7TapEOWlCe, TOVC; 
'1: ' \" rf... ' " rf... ' 
 
, , 
ES OVULav fl/f} EXOVTar; 7TpOU 'f"EpEtV 'TOtS 7TpOU 'f"EpOVUt oLooVat 'TO 
uWj1-a 'TOÛ XplUTOÛ. KàKEÎVO oÈ Èryvoop{u81], ÖTt 1}07] 'TlvÈr; 'TWV 

, \ \ ", , " E ' , r, 
otaKOVOOV Kat 7TpO 'TúJV E7rtUK07TúJV 'T1}
 VxaptuTlar; a7T''TOVTat. 
T " \... tl ' 8 '" 

, 
aVTa J-LEV ovv a7TaVTa 7TEpt'[JP'l}U 00' Kat Efl-J-LEVEToouav 01. ota- 
" , 
 ' , , 
 I t' "" , 
 , 
KOVOl, TOtr; toLOlr; J-LETpOtr;, EtOOTEr; O'T(, 'TOV J-LEV E7T'lUK07TOV V7T'1}pE'Tat 
7' ,,
, ß ' " , ß ' 
EtUL, 'TúJV OE 7TpEU VTEPOOV EÀa'TTOVr; 'TvryXUVOVUL' Àap., aVE'Toouav 

\ \ \ '1: \ E ' , \, ß ' 
OE KaTa 'T7]V 'TaçtV 'T'l}V vxaptU'Ttav fl-E'Ta 'TOV') 7TpEU V'TEp 0 V", 

 ,.., , 
 
, ,,,,\,,, ß ' ',,\ "\ ' 
 \ 
'l} 'TOV E7T'lUK07T'OV otOOVTOr; aV'TOLr; 'l} TOV 7TpEU VTEpOV. u",^a J-L'1}oe 
e " 8 ' , " ß ' '1;' ,,
, , 
Ka 1}U at EV J-LEUfP TúJV 7TpEU VTepúJV EçEU'TúJ 'TOtr; ota/cOllOt". 7Tapa 
I , \ \'1:' \' E ' 
, , 
Kavova "lap Kat 7Tapa TaçtlJ EUTt 'TO rytVOf1ÆVOV. I, OE 'Tt" fl-7] 
e ',,\ 8 " \ \' \ t' , 8 " 
e",ot 7TEt apXELV Kat J-LE'Ta 'TOVTOV
 TOvr; opovr;, 7TE7f'aVU úJ 'T1}r; 
otaKovlar;. 


1 On the opinions of the olel Fathers on the subject of loans at interest, see 
the author's disst'rtation in the QUa'rlalsckrift, 1841, S. 405 fr., and Bcitrügc i. 31. 
2 C. 2, Dist. 47, and c. 8, causa xiv. q. 4. 
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" It has come to the knowledge of the holy and great Synod., 
that in certain places and cities deacons adn1Ïnister the Eucha- 
rist to priests, although it is contrary to the canons and to 
custonl to have the body of Christ distributed to those ,vho offer 
the sacrifice ùy those ,vho cannot offer it. The Synod has also 
learned that some deacons receive the Eucharist even before 
the bishops. This nUlst all no,v cease: the deacons Jllust re- 
Dlain ,,
ithin the limits of their functions, and remeluber that 
they are the assistants of the bishops, and only come after the 
priests. They nlust receive the Eucharist in accordance with 
rule, after the priests-a bishop or a priest adnlinistering it to 
them. The deacons ought no longer to sit alnong the priests, 
for this is against rule and order. If anyone refuses to obey 
after these rules have been pro111ulgated, let him lose his 
diaconate." 
Justin l\1artyr 1 declares that in the primitive Church the 
deacons w.ere in the habit of adn1Ïnistering to each one of 
those present the consecrated bread and the holy chalice. 
Later it ,yas the bishop or the celebrating priest .who ad- 
ministered the holy bread, and the deacon adlninistered only 
the chalice: this is what the Apostolical Constitutions order. 2 
We see that this ,vas still the custoln in the tinle of S. 
Cyprian, by this sentence taken froin his ,york de Lapsis: 
Solemnibus adimpletis calicerlL diacon
ls offerre præsentibus cæpit. 
It is evident that the ,vord offerre cannot signify here to cele- 
brate the holy sacrifice, but merely to adlninister; the ex- 
pression sole'mnibus adi1npletis shows that the di vine service 
,vas already finished, and consequently there is no question 
here of celebrating, but merely of adn1Ïnistering the chalice 
for conlnlunion. In other analogous passages this Ineaning 
of Offe1''i''C is not so clearly indicated, and thence has arisen 
the mistake that the deacons could also offer the holy sacri- 
fice. 3 It must not be forgotten, ho,vever, that certain deacons 
did in fact venture to offer the holy sacrifice; for the first 
Council of ArIes says in its fifteenth canon: De cliaconibus 
quos cognovi1n'L(;s m'Ltltis locis offerre, plac
lÍt 'JninÍ1nè fic1"i debere. 
It is not unlikely that during the persecution of Diocletian, 


1 Apologia, i. Nos. 65, 67. 2 Lib. viii. eh. 13. 
3 Cf.. ßillh:rim, Denkw. nù. i. Till. i. S. 357 f. 
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,vhen very many bishops and priests had been driven a,vay 
or put to death, some deacon allo,ved hinlself to celebrate the 
eucharistic sacrifice; but such an act ,vas altogether opposed 
to the spirit and rules of the priInitive Church. The Apos- 
tolical Constitutions show very plainly that it is forbidden 
for deacons to pronounce the blessing and to offer the holy 
sacrifice (benedicere ct offerre). They could only fulfil the 
duties indicated by their nanle ôláICOVO
.l But it very pro- 
bably happened that in SOUle places the deacon had over- 
stepped the limit of his po,vers, and for that reason had 
rendered necessary the prohibition of the Council of ArIes. 
I kno,v, indeed, that Binterim has 'wished to explain this 
canon of the Council of ArIes in another ,vay.2 He supposes 
that the rebuke is not annexed to the word offe1'1
e, but lnerely 
the ,vords multis locis, and he explains the canon as follo,vs : 
(C In future, the deacon must no longer celebrate and ad- 
minister the holy Eucharist to other congregations besides his 
own." I cannot believe in the accuracy of this explanation, 
and Binterim has certainly done violence to the text of the 
Council of ArIes. 
But besides, this canon of Nicæa says nothing directly of 
this pretension of the deacon to wish to consecrate: it has 
rather in vie,v certain other abuses; and ,ve kno,v from 
another source, that in Christian antiquity there ,vas often 
complaint of the pride of deacons. 3 The deacons of the city 
of Rome have especially been reproached on account of pride, 
and the Council of ArIes says on this subject in its eighteenth 
canon: De diaconibus u1
bicis, ut non sibi tant
lm præsumant, 
sed honorem presbyteris rcse'r
'ent, 'lit sine conseientia 'l'psonl1n 
nihil tale faciant. It has been supposed that these pre- 
sumptuous deacons of the city of Ronle had giyen occasion 
for the passing of tIns canon, and that it ,vas decreed on the 
motion of the two Roman priests ,,,ho represented the Pope 
at the Council of Nicæa. 4 
In the prilnitive Church, the holy liturgy was usnally 
celebrated by a single person, more frequently by the bishop, 


1 Constitut. apostolicæ, viii. 28. 
2 Denl;,wiirdigkeiten, Bd. i. Thl. i. S. 360. 
8 Cf. Van Espen, C01l". in can. p. 101. 


See above, sec. 15. 
4, Cf. Van Espen, l. c. p. 101. 
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or by a priest when the bishop ,vas hindered from being 
present; but the other priests ,vere not merely present at the 
holy sacrifice, as is the custom nO"\v: they were besides con- 
sacrificantes; they did \vhat newly ordained priests do now" 
",Then they celebrate together with the bishop the mass at 
their ordination.! These consacrificing priests ought to have 
received the communion from the hands of the celebrant; 
but in son1e places the deacons had taken upon thelnselves 
the right of adlninistering the holy communion to priests as 
well as to the people, and this is the first abuse ,vhich the 
canon condemns. 2 The second abuse of which they ,vere 
guilty was, that they 71}C) EùxapuJ"Tta
 &7TToVTat before the 
bishop. It is doubtful \vhat these ,vords mean. The pseudo- 
Isidore, Zonaras, and. Balsal1l0n give the meaning ,yhich most 
naturally presents itself: "They go so far as to take the 
Eucharist before the bishop." The P1'isca, as ,veIl as Diony- 
sius the Less and others, translate &7T7ovTat by contin[Jant, 
that is to say, touch; and Van Espen interprets the canon in 
this ,vay: "The deacons touch (but do not partake of) the 
holy Eucharist before the bishop." But the ,vord á7TTOVTat 
includes the .idea of partaking as well, as the subsequent 
,vorc1s in the canon prove, which settle the order to be fol- 
lowed in the reception of the Eucharist, and sho,v us conse- 
quently that these \vords 7fj
 Evxapt(jT{a
 &7TToVTat signify 
Eucha1'istia1n sume1"e. It may be asked how it could happen 
that the deacon could communicate before the bishop. When 
the bishop hiInself celebrated, this ,vas clearly ÌInpossible; 
but it very often happened that the bishop caused one of his 
priests to celebrate, and contented himself with being present 
at the holy sacrifice. The same thing ,vould happen if one 
bishop visited another, and ,vas present at divine service. 
In both cases the bishop \volùd receive the cOlnmunion ÏIn- 
mediately after the celebrant, and before the priests. But if 
a deacon undertook to adlninister the cOlllmunion to the 
priests, and to the bishop as well, it would happen that the 
bishop would not receive the communion until after the 


1 Cf. 
rorinus, de SS. ordinatione, Part iii. exercit. 8. 
2 According to the Apostolical Constitutions, the ùeacons could not ad- 
minister the saCl'eù host even to the laity 
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deacon, for he would always begin by conununicating hiInself 
before administering the cOInmunion to others; and this is the 
abuse ,vhich the Council found it necessary to forLid. 
The third encroachInent of ,vhich the deacons 'vere guilty 
had reference to their places in church. Several anlong theIll 
had placed themselves among the priests. The Synod con- 
deInns this abuse, and finishes with this tln
eat: "'Yhoever 
shall not obey, after the publication of these rules, shall be 
relnoved from his diaconate." Unhappily they were not 
strictly observed; for even after the Council of Ricæa com- 
plaints continued to be made of the pride of the deacons, and 
S. Jeronle says that" he saw at Rome a deacon 'who took his 
place alnong the priests, and who at table gave his blessing 
to the priests."! 
Van Espen remarks ,vith truth that this canon of dis- 
cipline proves the belief of the Council of Nicæ3. in three 
great dogmatic truths: (1.) The Council of Nicæa sa,v in the 
Eucharist the body of Christ; (2.) It called the eucharistic 
service a sacrifice (7rpOUcþÉpEtV); and (3.) It concedes to 
bishops and priests alone the power of consecrating. 
This canon is found in the COTpUS juris canonici. 2 


CAN. 19. 
II ' ... II :'\ ' -;' cþ ' ,.. e :'\ ,.. 
Ept TWV av/\,taVtUaVTWV, HTa 7rpOU vryOVTWV T'[J Ka O^tK:Y 
' E :'\ ' rl , ' e ' ß '1'. e " , 1:: ' 
KK/\'1} uu b opor; EKTE HTat, ava a7r7"l:':tEU at aVTOVC; Esa7TalJTor;' 
, 
, ,,.. , :'\ 0 ' , , "',' 't:.' 
H DE TtVEc; EV TCfJ 7rapE/\,1}/\,V OTt 'XpOvrp EV TCfJ K/\,1}Prp Es1}Tau- 
e ' \ " "', A-. '" , ß 
1}uav, Et 1M_V aIJÆf.1-7rTOt Kat aVE7rt/\'7}7T'TOt 't'aVHEV, ava a7T'Ttu- 
e ' , e t'", '" 0 :'\ '" ' E :'\ ' 
EVTEc; ')(,HpOTOVEUJ" wuav V7T'O TOV Tl]r; Ka Ol\-tK'ì]c; KKI\-7}Ular; 
, , , 
\ t , , , 
 , " t, 
E7TtUK07T'OV' H OE 7) avaKplUtS aVf7rtT7}OELOVc; aVTOVr; EVPLUKOt, 
e '" e " , tn' 
, , '''' 
Ka atpEtU at aVTOVC; 7rpOU1}KH. .J,l;UaVTWC; OE Kat WEpt TWV 

 "" t', ,,.., '" "t: So-' t 
otaKoVlUUWV, Kat O/\,WC; 7rEpt TWV EV TCfJ KaKovt EsETaSOf.1-EVWV 0 
, \' "', e ' ' E ' e 
\ 
 ,.. 
aVTO, TV7TOc; 7rap a 't'v^ax 1]UETat. f.1-V1J(]" 1}f.1-EV OE OLO KOVlU(]"WV 
'" , " , 't e ,.. " 
, e ' , 
TWV EV TCfJ U')(,'7f.1-aTt EsETa(]" HUWV, E7rH fL7}OE 'XElpO EULav TtVa 

XOV(]"LV, &(]"TE ÈEá7T'aVTOC; Èv Toîc; 
a.Ùco'is aVTàc; ÈEETásE(]"eat. 
" 'Vith respect to the Paulianists, ,vho ,yish to return to the 
Catholic Church, the rule which orders thenl to be re-baptized 
must be observed. If SOlne among theIll ,vere fornlorly (as 
1 Hiero11. Epist. 85, ad Evct[JJ"; Van Espen, l.c. p. 102. 
t C. 14, Dist. 93. 
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PauIianists) members of the clergy, they must be re-ordained 
by the bishop of the Catholic Church after they have been 
re-l)aptized, if they have been blameless and not condelllned. 
If, on inquiry, they are found to be un,yorthy, they must be 
deposed. The sanle ,vill be done ,vith respect tl) the dea- 
conesses; and in general, the present rule will be observed for 
all those ,vho are on the list of the Church. \Ye remind 
those deaconesses 'v ho are in this position, that as they have 
not been ordained, they must be classed Inerely anlong the 
1 . t " 
al y. 
Dy Paulianists must be understood the follo,vers of Paul 
of Samosata, the anti-Trinitarian ,vho, about the year 2GO, 
had been lllade Dishop of Antioch, but had been deposed by 
a great Synod in 269. As Paul of Samosata 'vas heretical 
in his teaching on the Holy TriniLy, the Synod of Nicæa 
applied here the decree passed by the Council of ArIes in its 
eighth canon: Si ad Ecclesiam aliqlâs de hæresi 'Vener#, inte.].- 
rogent eU11t sY1nbolurn; et si perviderint, cum in Pat1
c ct Pilio 
ct Spiritu Sancto esse baptizatu1n, manus ei tantzlm i1nponatur 
'id accipiat SpÍ1'itu/ln sanctum. Quod, si intcn'ogat
!s non frespon- 
dcrit hanc Trinitate1n, baptizetur. 
The Samosatans, according to S. Athanasius, named the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit in administering baptisnl / but 
as they gave a false meaning to the baptisnlal formula, and 
did not use the words Son and Holy Spirit ill the usual 
sense, the Council of Kicæa, like S. Athanasius himself, consi- 
dered their baptism as invalid. Pope Innocent the First said 
of theln in his t,venty-second epistle, " They do not baptize 
in the nanle of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Spirit," 
,vishing above all to make it understood by that, that they 
gave to these nanles an altogether false signification. 2 
The Synod of Nicæa, regarding the baptism of the Paulian- 
ists as invalid, ,volùd logically affirm that their ordinations 
'vere also without value; for he who is not really baptized 
can clearly neither give nor receive holy orders. Accordingly 
the Synod orders that the Paulianist clergy should be bap- 
tized; but by a ,vise condescension they perrnit those among 
these clergy,vho have received Catholic baptisln, and who 
1 Athanas. Of at. ii. cont'í'a Arian. No. 43. 
 cr. Tillemont, l.c. iv. 126. 
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have given proofs of ability and of good conduct, to be 
ordained as clergy of the Catholic Church. Those \vho have 
not these conditions are to be excluded. 
The rest of the text presents insurmountable difficulties, 
if the reading of the Greek manuscripts be adopted, WUaÚTWf) 
Kal 7T'Epl 7'WV ôlaKovluuWV. In this case, in fact, the canon 
\volùd order: The deaconesses of the Paulianists can, if they 
are of irreproachable nlanners, retain their charge, and be 
ordained afresh. But this sentence \vould be in direct con- 
tradiction to the end ('If the canon, \vhich declares that the 
deaconesses have receiyed no ordination, and ought to be 
considered as sÍ1llply laity. The difficulty disappears, if in 
the first sentence \ve read \vith Gelasius,l ÔtaKóvwv instead of 
ôlaKovluuWV. The Prisca, \vith Theilo and Thearistus, \v ho 
in 419 translated the canons of Nicæa for the bishops of 
Africa, have adopted the same reading as Gelasius. The 
pseudo-Isidore and Gratian 2 have done the same;. \vhilst 
ltufinus has not translated this passage, and Dionysius the 
Less has read ôlaKovluuWV. 
Van Espen has tried to assign an intelligible meaning to 
this canon, \vithout accepting the variation adopted by so 
great a number of authors.::: According to hinl, the S:ynod 
Ineant to say this in the last sentence: ""T e have nlentionecl 
above in particular the deaconesses, because it would not have 
been other\vise possible to grant them the conditions \vhich 
have been made for the Paulianist clergy, and because they 
\vould have been looked upon as simple lay-persons, seeing 
that they have not been ordained." It is easy to see that 
Van Espen here inserts a Inealling which is foreign to the 
text. Aubespine 4 has attelnpted another explanation, ,vhich 
has been in later tiIlles adopted by Neander. 5 He supposes 
that the deaconesses of the Paulianists \vere of two kinds: 
those \v11o ,vere really ordained, and those \vido,vs ,vho had 
never received ordination, and \vho had only by an abuse the 
naHle of deaconesses. The canon \vould continue the first 
in their charge, and place the second among the laity. nut 


1 :Uansi, ii. 906. 
3 Van Espcn, l. c. p. 103. 
s N call11er, l. c. S. 322. 


2 Corpus juris, c. 52, causa], qu
st. 1. 
4 Tillcmollt, l.c. p. 262. 
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the text itself does not make the least allusion to thèse two 
kinds of deaconesses; and what Neander alleges against the 
opinion of those ,vho read Dta"óv(i)v instead of ðtaÎcovuTCJWV has 
no weight. According to him, it ,vould have been super- 
fluous to speak again specially of the deacons in this passage, 
since the clergy in general had already been spoken of in 
that ,vhich precedes. It may be ans\vered, that if the Synod 
\vished to make it understood that the present rilles extended 
to all degrees of the clergy, there is an explanation of its 
reason for making express mention of the deacons and in- 
ferior clergy. 
The words of the canon, È7rEl JL7JSè XEtpoÐf.u{av Ttvà Éxovutv, 
still make the meaning of the sense difficult, and appear 
opposed to the variation ,ve have adopted. It cannot be 
denied that the Apostolical ConstituIl'ons really speak of the 
ordination of deaconesses by the imposition of hands,l and the 
Council of Chalcedon speaks of it still more clearly in its 
fifteenth canon. Åccording to this canon, on the contrary, 
the deaconesses ,vould not have received any imposition of 
hands. Valesius 2 and Van Espen 3 have sought to solve this 
difficulty .by saying that, at the time of the Council of Nicæa, 
the custom had not yet been introduced of laying hands on 
deaconesses. But the Apostolical Constit1ttions testify to the 
contrary. Aubespine has put forward another explanation,4 
\vhich proceeds from his theory analysed above: he Inaintains 
that the deaconesses of the Catholic Church were trlùy 
ordained by the imposition of hands, but that among the 
Paulianists there ,vere t,vo classes of deaconesses, an ordained 
and an unordained. It seems to us that a third solution 
of this difficulty might be found, put forward by Baronius,5 
and adopted by Justell. 6 In supposing that at the time of 
the Council of Nicæa the deaconesses received imposition of 
hands, it must, h o,v ever, be remembered that this act ,vas 
essentially different from clerical ordination properly so called: 
it was a mere benediction, not an ordination. In describing, 


1 Oonstitut. .Apostol. viii. 19. 
t .Annotat. ad Sozom. Hist. Eccl. viii. 9. 
· Cf. Bingham, Origines, etc., i. 356. 
· Bingham, l.c. p. 359. 


3 Van Espen, l.c. p. 103. 
:s Ad ann. 34, No. 288. 
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then, clerical ordination by 'XEtpoBEfrla sensu st1'íctí01'í, it nlight 
be said that the deaconesses had received no 'XEtpoBEuía. 
The decree against the IVleletians, and the eighth canon of 
Nicæa against the N ovatians, prove that the Fathers of Nicæa 
took the \vord XEtpoBEuía as synonymous ,vith lllere bene- 
diction. 
CAN. 20. 
' E 
 , " ,... ,." "\ ' "... 
7T'Eto'Y) TtVE
 EtUtV EV TIJ KvpLalCV ryovv IC"'WOVTE
 lCatJ 
v Tat
 
" ... f:' f:\ ,.. , ,/ , 
TryJ
 7T'EVTEICOU7'f}
 'l}J1Æpatç' V7rEp TOV 7T'aVTa EV 7Tau'!J 7rapOtICLq. 
,l..' B f:'" ,,
 f: ... f:' , 
 \ " , 
'j-'vÀaTTEu at, EUTCJJTa
 
oose TIJ arytq. uvvoop Ta
 Evxa
 a7rO- 
otoóvat TW BEW. 
" " 
"As some kneel on the Lord's day and on the days of 
Pentecost, the holy Synod has decided that, for the observ- 
ance of a general rule, all shall offer their prayers to God 
standing." 
Tertullian says in the third chapter of his book de C01'ona, 
that Christians considered it wrong to pray kneeling on Sun- 
days. This liberty of remaining standing, he adds, is granted 
us from Easter to Pentecost. By the ,vord n EVT1JICOUT
 the 
single day of Pentecost must not be understood, but rather 
the 'whole time bet\veen Easter and Pentecost. It is thus, 
for example, that S. Basil the Great 1 speaks of the seven 
,veeks of the T17
 IEpâ
 n EVT1JKOUTijÇ;. 2 Instead, then, of pray- 
ing kneeling, as they did on other days, Christians prayed 
standing on Sundays and during Eastertide. They were 
moved in that by a symbolical motive: they celebrated 
during these days the relnembrance of the resurrection of 
Christ, and consequently our o\vn deliverance through His 
resurrection. All the Churches did not, ho.wever, adopt this 
practice; for we see in the Acts of the Apostles 3 that S. Paul 
prayed kneeling during the tiIne bet\veen Easter and Pente- 
cost. The Council of Nicæa \vished to make the usual prac- 
tice the universal law; and the later Fathers of the Church, 
c.g. Ambrose and Basil, sho\v 4 that this custom spread lllore 
and more. The Catholic Church has preserved to our days 


1 De Spiritu sancto, c. 27. 
2 See Suicer's Thesaraus at the word IIEv'T
"o,,
. 
3 xx. 36 and xxi. 5. 
f. Cf. Vau Espen, l.c. p. 104. 
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the principal direction of this canon, and it has been inserted 
in the Oorpus Juris canonici. 1 


SEC. 43. Paphnutius and the projected Law of Oelibacy. 
Socrates, Sozomen, and Gelasius affirm 2 that the Synod of 
Nicæa, as ,veIl as that of Elvira (can. 33), desired to pass a 
la,v respecting celibacy. This la,v was to forbid all bishops, 
priests, and deacons (Sozomen adds subdeacons), ,vho ,vere 
married at the time of their ordination, to continue to live ,yith 
their wives. But, say these historians, the la,v ,yas opposed 
openly and decidedly by Paphnutins, bishop of a city of the 
Upper Thebaïs in Egypt, a man of a high reputation, who 
l1ad lost an eye during the persecution under J\laximian. 3 
He was also celebrated for his n1Ïracles, and was held in so 
great respect by the EU1peror, that the latter often kissed the 
empty socket of the lost eye. 4 Paphnutius declared ,vith a 
loud voice, "that too heavy a yoke ought not to be laid upon 
the clergy; that marriage and married intercourse are of them- 
selves honourable and undefiled; that the Church ought not 
to be injured by an extrelne severity, for all could not live in 
absolute continency: in this way (by not prohibiting married 
intercourse) the virtue of the wife would be much n10re cer- 
tainly preserved (viz. the wife of a clergyman, because she 
might find injury else'where, if her husband ,vithdrew from her 
married intercourse ).5 The intercourse of a man with his 
la,vful wife may also be a chaste intercourse. It would there- 
fore be suftlcient, according to the ancient tradition of the 
Church, if those ,vho had taken holy orders ,vithout being 
married were prohibited from marrying afterwards; but those 
clergy who had been married only once, as layn1en, were not 
to be separated from their ,vives (Gelasius adds, or being only 
a reader or cantor)." This discourse of Paphnutius n1ade so 
much the more impression, because he had never lived in 
matrimony himself, and had had no conjugal intercourse. 


1 C. 13, Dist. 3, de consecratione. 
2 Socrat. Hist. Ecci. i. 11; Sozom. Hist. Eecl. i. 23; Gelas. Cyzic. Hist. 
Ooncilii Nic. ii. 32: in Mansi, ii. 906, and in Hard. i. 438. 
3 Rufin. Hist. Eeei. i. (x.) 4. ' Rufin. l. c. 
ð Compare the sixty-fifth canon of Elvira. 
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Paphnutius, indeed, had been brought up in a monastery, and 
his great purity of nlanners had rendered him especially 
celebrated. Therefore the Council took the serious words of 
the Egyptian bishop into consideration, stopped all discussion 
upon the la, v, and left to êach cleric the responsibility of 
deciding the point as he wOlùd. 
If this account be true, we must conclude that a law ,vas 
proposed to the Council of Nicæa the sanle as one ,vhich had 
been carried twenty years previously at Elvira, in Spain: this 
coincidence would lead us to believe that it was the Spaniard 
Hosills who proposed the la,v respecting celibacy at Nicæa. 1 
The discourse ascribed to Paphnutius, and the consequent 
decision of the Synod, agree very ,veIl ,vith the text of the 
.Apostolic Gonstit
äions, and ,vith the ,vhole practice of the 
Greek Church in respect to celibacy.2 The Greek Church as 
"'
ell as the Latin accepted the principle, that ,vhoever had 
taken holy orders before marriage, ought not to be married 
afterwards. In the Latin Church, bishops, priests, deacons, 
and even subdeacons,s ,vere considered to be subject to this 
law, because the latter were at a very early period reckoned 
among the higher servants of the Church, ,vhich ,vas not the 
case in the Greek Church. 4 The Greek Church ,vent so far as 
to allo,v deacons to marry after their ordination, if pre'viously 
to it they had expressly obtained froln their bishop permission 
to do so. The Council of Ancyra affirms this (c. 1 0). We 
see that the Greek Church ,vished to leave the bishops free to 
decide the matter; but in reference to priests, it also pro- 
hibited them frol1l l11arrying after their ordinatioD. 5 
Therefore, ,vhilst the Latin Ohurch exacted of those pre- 
senting themselves for ordination, even as subdeacons, that 
they should not continue to live with their ,vives if they vtere 
Inarried, the Greek Church gave no such prohibition; but if 
the ,vife of an ordained clergyman died, the Greek Church 


1 Cf. Drey, Neue unte')'suckungen iiber die Constitutionen und Canonen der 
.Apostel, S. 57 and 310. 
2 vi. 17. Upon the question of celibacy and ecc1esiasticallegislation, cf. a 
dissertation by tIle author, in der neuen Sion, 1853, Nr. 21 ff. Hefele trea.ts 
of what relates to the Latin Church as well as to the Greek. 
3 Cf. Concil. Elvir. can. 33. 4 Cf. Drey, S. 311, l.c. 
:i Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 309. See also the rule of the Council of N cocæsal'ea, c. 1. 
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allowed 110 second marriage. The A2JOstolic Constitutions 1 
decided this point in th,e same ,yay. To leave their ,vives 2 
from a pretext of piety ,vas also forbidden to Greek priests; 
and the Synod of Gangra (c. 4) took up the defence of ll1ar- 
ried priests against the Eustathians. Eustathius, however, 
,vas not alone among the Greeks in opposing the marriage 
úf all clerics, and in desiring to introduce into the Greek 
Church the Latin discipline on this point. S. Epiphanius also 
inclined towards this side. 3 The Greek Church did not, 
ho\vever, adopt this rigour in reference to priests, deacons, 
and subdeacons; but by degrees it came to be required of 
bishops, and of the higher order of clergy in general, that they 
should live in celibacy. Yet this \vas not until after the 
compilation of the Apostolic Canons (c. 5) and of the Constitu- 
tions (l.c.); for in those documents mention is lllade of bishops 
living in \vec1lock, and Church history sho\vs that there were 
11larried bishops, for instance Synesius, in the fifth century. 
But it is fair to remark, even as to Synesius, that he made it 
an express condition of his acceptation, on his election to the 
episcopate, that he might continue to live the married life. 4 
Thomassin believes that Synesius did not seriously require 
this condition, and only spoke thus for the sake of eS('J,ping 
the episcopal office; ,vhich ,vould seem to Í1nply that in his 
time Greek bishops had already begun to live in celibacy. 
At the Trullan Synod (c. 13) the Greek Church finally settled 
the question of the marriage of priests. Baronius,D Valesius,6 
and other historians; have considered the account of the pal't 
taken by Paphnutius to be apocryphal. Baronius says, that 
as the Council of Nicæa in its third canon gave a la\v upon 
celibacy, it is quite impossible to admit that it wOlùd alter 
such a law on account of Paphnutius. But Baronius is n1Ìs- 
taken in seeing a law upon celibacy in that third canon: he 
thought it to be so, because, when mentioning the women \",10 
BlÍght live in the clergYlllan's house-his rl1other, sister, etc.- 


I Const. vi. 17. 2 Canones Apostol. n. 6. 
3 EIJiphan. Expositio fidei, n. 21, at tIle end of his book de Hæ7'esibus. Cf. 
Drc>y, l. c. S. 312; Baron. ad ann. 58! TI. 20. 
4 Thomassin, VetZls et nova Eccl. Disciplinrt, P. i. lib. ii. c. 60, n. 16. 
:, Ad ann. 58, n. 21. 6 .Amzotat. ad Socrat. Ilist. Eccl. i. 11. 
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bl1e canon does not say a "vord about the wife. It l1ad no 
occasion to 111ention her; it \vas referring to the uvvEurúK70t, 
,vhilst these UVVEtUálCTOt and married women have nothing in 
comn10n. Natalis Alexander gives this anecdote about Paph- 
nutius in full: 1 he desired to refute Bellannin, who consi- 
dered it to be untrue, and an invention of Socrates to please 
the N ovatians. N atalis Alexander often maintains erroneous 
opinions, and on the present question he deserves no confi- 
dence. If, as S. Epiphanius 2 relates, the Novatians maintained 
that the clergy might be married exactly like the laity, it 
cannot be said that Socrates shared that opinion, since he 
says, or rather makes Paphnutius say, that, according to ancient 
tl'adition, those not n1arried at the time of ordination should 
not be so subsequently. l\1:oreover, if it may be said that 
Socrates had a partial sympathy \yith the N ovatians, he cer- 
tainly cannot be considered as belonging to them, still less 
can he be accused of falsifying history in their favour. He 
n1ay sometin1es have propounded erroneous opinions, but there 
is a great difference between that and the inyention of a ,vhole 
story.3 Valesius especially makes use of the argument ex 
silentio against Socrates. Ca.) RufillUS, he says, gives n1any 
particulars about Paphnutius in his History of the Ch
(;rch: 4 
he 111entions his 111artyrdom, his miracles, and the Elnperor's 
reverence for hÏ111, but not a single ,vord of the business about 
celibacy. (b.) The name of Paphnutius is wanting in the list of . 
Egyptian bishops present at the Synod. These two argun1ents 
of Valesius are very "veak; the second has the authority of 
Rufinus hin1self against it, ,vho expressly says that Bishop 
Paphnutius \vas present at the Council of Nicæa. If Valesius 
111eans by lists only the signatures at the end of the acts of the 
Council, this proves nothing; for these lists are very imperfect, 
and it is ,veIl kno,vn that many bishops \vhose nan1es are not 
among these signatures \vere present at Nicæa. D This argu1l1ent 
ex silentio is evidently insufficient to prove that the anecdote 
about Paphnutius must be rejected as false, seeing that it is 
in perfect harmony ,vith the practice of the ancient Church, 


1 Hist. Eccl. sec. iv. vol. iv. Diss. 19, p. 389 sqq., ed. Veneto 1778. 
I EpipJ1an. Hæ1'es. 59, C. 4. 3 Natal. Alex. l.c. p. 391" 
" Rufin. i. 4. I) See above, sec. 35. 
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and especially of the Greek Church, on the suhject of clerical 
Inarriages. On the other hand, Thomassin pretends that there 
'vas no such practice,l and endeavours to prove by quotations 
from S. Epiphanius, S. Jeronle, Eusebius, and S. John Chry- 
sostom, that even in the East priests ,vho "\\"'ere nlarried at the 
tÜne of their ordination ,vere prohibited from continuing to 
live with their wives. 2 The texts quoted by Thomassin prove 
only that the Greeks gave especial honour to priests living in 
perfect contillency, but they do not prove that this continence 
,vas a duty incumbent upon all priests; and so nluch the less, 
as the fifth and twenty-fifth apostolic canons, the fourth 
canon of Gangra, and the thirteenth of the Trullan Synod, 
denlonstrate clearly enough ,vhat ,vas the universal custom of 
the Greek Church on this point. Lupus and Phillips 3 explain 
the ,vords of Pal)hnutius in another sense. According to thenl, 
the Egyptian bishop ,vas not speaking in a general ,vay: he 
sinlply desired that the contemplated la,v should not include 
the subdeacons. But this explanation does not agree ,vith 
the extracts quoted fronl Socrates, Sozomen, and Gelasius, ,vho 
believe Paphnutius intended deacons and priests as ,veIl. 
SEC. 44. Conclusion: Sp'ltrious JJoCll/n7Ænts. 
It was probably at the conclusion of its business that the 
Council of Nicæa sent to the bishops of Egypt and Libya the 
official letter containing its decisions relative to the three 
great questions ,vhich it had to decide, viz. concerning Arian- 
ism, the 11eletian schism, and the celebration of Easter. 4 
'Vhen the Synod had completed its business, the Enlperor 
Constantine celebrated his vicennalia, that is, the t,ventieth 
anniversary of his accession to the e111pire. 5 Consequently 
this festival sho,vs the te1'11Lin'lts ad qZle'ln of the Council. Con- 
stantine "was declared Enlperor during the SU1111ner of 306 ; 
his vicennalia must therefore have taken place during the 
summer or autU111n of 325. In or
ler to testify his peculiar 


Ii. c . TI. H; serq. 
 l.c. TI. 1-14 illCl. 
3 Kircltem". Ed. i. K. 64, note 4; and IGrclwnlex. von 'Vetzer nnù 'VeIte, 
art. Cölibat, Bd. ii. S. 660. 
4 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9. See above, secs. 23, 37, anù 40. 
Ii Bevcreg. l.c. ii. 43 b. 
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respect for the Fathers of Nicæa, i.e. for the Synod itself, the 
Em peror invited all the bishops to a splendid repast in the 
Ï1nperial palace. A hedge was formed of a multitude of sol- 
diers .with drawn swords; and Eusebius can find no words to 
describe the beauty of the scene-to tell ho,v the men of God 
passed through the in1perial apartments ,vithout any fear, 
through the l11idst of all these s,vords. At the conclusion of 
the banquet, each bishop received rich presents from the EU1- 
peror? Some days afterwards, Constantine comn1anded another 
session to be held, at ,vhich he appeared in person, to exhort 
the bishops to use every endeavour for the maintenance of 
peace; he then asked them to remember him in their prayers, 
and finally gave them all permission to rcturn home. They 
hastened to do so; and filled ,vith joy at the great work of 
pacification just concluded by the E111perQr and the Council, 
they made kl1o.wn its resolutions 2 in their awn countries. 
On his part the Emperor also sent many letters, either in a 
general ,yay to all the Churches, or to the bishops ,vho had 
not been present at the Council; and in these letters he de- 
clared that the decrees of the Council were to be considered 
laws of the empire. Eusebius, Socrates, and Gelasius have 
preserved three of these imperial edicts : 3 in the first, Con- 
stantine expresses his conviction that the Nicene decrees .were 
inspired by the Holy Spirit; which sho,vs the great authority 
and estee111 in ,vhich the decisions of Nicæa ,vere held fron1 
the very beginning. S. Athanasius gives similar testimony. 
lIe says, in the letter ,vhich he sent to the African bishops, 
in the name of ninety bishops assembled in synod: "It (the 
Synod of Nicæa) has been received by the 'v hole world (7râua 
1} ol"ovJ.L
v'Y}) ; and as several synods are just no,v being aSSelYl- 
bled, it has been ackno,vledged by the faithful in Dal111atia, 
Dardania, }.faceclonia, Epirus, Crete, the other islands, Sicily, 
Cyprus, Pamphilia, Lycia, Isauria, all Egypt, Libya, and the 
greater part of Arabia." 4 S. Athanasius expresses himself in 
like manner in his letter to the Emperor Jovian in 363 : 5 he 
1 Eusebii Vita Const. iii. 15, 16. 
 Euseb. l.c. c. 20. 
3 Socrat. Hist. Eccl. i. 9 ; Euse b. Vita Const. iii. 17-19; Gelas. l. c. ii. 36: 
ill :l\Iansi, ii. 919 sqq. ; Hard. i. 445 sqq. 
i Athanasii Ep. ad Afros, c. i. ; Opp. vol. i. P. ii. p. 712, ed Patav. 
:: Ep. ad Jodan.; Opp. l.c. p. 623. 



NIC..EA: SPURIOUS DOCUMENTS. 


441 


often calls the Synod of Nicæa an æcumenical synod, adding 
thB..t a universal synod had been convoked, that provincial 
councils, ,vhich might easily fall into error, might not have to 
decide on so important a subject as Arianism. 1 Finally, he 
calls the Council of Nicæa "a true pillar, and a monument 
of the victory obtained over every heresy." 2 Other Fathers 
of the Church, living- in the fourth or fifth centuries, speak of 
the Council of Nicæa in the same terms as S. Athanasius, 
showing the greatest respect for its decisions. We l11ay Inen- 
tion Ambrose, Chrysostom, and especially Pope Leo the Great, 
who wrote as follo\vs: Sancti illi et venerabiles patres, qui in 
'llrbe Nicæna, sacrilego Ario cum sua Ùnpietate damna to, 'Jnan- 
suras usq
te in fine1'n m'llndi leges ecelesiasticorum CanOn'll1îL 
condiderunt, et apud nos et in toto orbe terra'J
'llm in suis consti- 
t
ltionibus ViV'llnt; et si q
lid usq'llam aliter, quam illi statuere, . 
præsumit'llr, sine cunctatione cassat'll}": ut q'llæ ad perpetua'Jn 'lltili- 
tatmn generaliter instit'ltta S'llnt, nulla commutatione værientwr. 3 
Pope Leo therefore considered the authority of the Nicene 
canons to be everlasting; and he says in the same epistle 
echo 2), that they were inspired by the Holy Ghost, and that 
no subsequent council, ho,vever great, could be compared to it, 
still less preferred to it. (Leo here especially alludes to the 
fourth CEculllenical Council.) Eastern Christians had so much 
reverence for the Council of Nicæa, that the Greeks, Syrians, 
and Egyptians even established a festival for the purpose of 
perpetuating the remelnbrance of this assemblage of 318 
bishops at Nicæa. The Greeks kept this festival on the Sun- 
day before Pentecost, the Syrians in the month of July, the 
Egyptians in November. 4 Tillen10nt says truly: "If one 
,vished to collect all the existing proofs of the great venera- 
tion in ,vhich the Council of Nicæa was held, the enumera- 
tion would never end. In all ages, \vith the exception of a fe\y 
heretics, this sacred assembly at Nicæa has never been spoken 
of but ,vith the greatest respect." 5 


1 Opp. vol. i. P. Î. p. 324, D. 7 ; p. 102, D. 7 ; p. 114, n. 25 ; p. 166, D. 4 ; 
vol. i. P. ii. p. 712, D. 2. 
2 l.e. pp. 718 and 720. 3 Leo. 1.1. Ep. 106, D. 4, ed. Baller. t. Í. p. 1165. 
4 Tillemont, l.e. p. 293; Baron. ad ann. 325, n. 185. 
Ó Tillf'ffiont, l.e. 
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The words of Pope Leo ,vhich we have quoted especially 
show the high esteem in which Rome and the Popes held the 
Council of Nicæa. The acts of the Synod were first signed, 
as before said, by the representatives of the Holy See; and it 
is perfectly certain that Pope Silvester after,vards sanctioned 
what his legates had done. The only question is, whether the 
Council of Nicæa asked for a formal approbation, and whether 
it was granted in answer to their request. Some writers 
have answered this question in the affirmative; but in order 
to establish their opinion, have relied upon a set of spurious 
documents. These are: 1st, A pretended letter from Hosius, 
J\lacarius of Jerusalem, and the t,vo TIonlan priests Victor 
and Vincentius, addressed to Pope Silvester, in the name of 
the whole Synod. The letter says, "that the Pope ought to 
convoke a Roman synod, in order to confirm the decisions of 
the Council of Nicæa."l 2d, The ans,ver of Pope Silvester, 
and his decree of confirmation. 2 3d, Another letter from Pope 
Silvester, of similar contents. 3 4th, The acts of this pretended 
third noman Council, convoked to confirm the decisions of the 
Council of Nicæa: this Council, composed of 275 bishops, 
Dlust have made some additions to the Nicene decrees. 4 To 
these documents must be added, 5th, the Gonstitut-io Silvestri, 
proceeding from the pretended second Roman Council. This 
Council does not indeed speak of giving approval to the 
Nicene decrees; but with this exception, it is almost identical 
in its decisions and acts with those of the third Roman 
Council. D These five docunlents have been preserved in seve- 
ral MSS., at Ronle, Köln, or else"where: they have been repro- 
duced in alnlost all the collections of the Councils; but now 
all are unanimous in considering them to be spurious, as they 
evidently are. They betray a period, a way of thinking, and 
circunlstances, later than those of the fourth century. The 
barbarous, almost unintelligible Latin of these documents, 
particularly points to a later century, and to a decay in the 
Latin language, which had not taken place at the time of the 
Nicene Synod. 
We may further observe on the subject of these documents: 


1 :Mansi, ii. 719. 2 :Mansi, ii. 720. 
· Mansi, l.c. 1082 ; Hard. i. 527. 


3 :M:ansi, ii. 721. 
5 :Mansi, l.c. 615 sqq. 
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1. Concerning the first: (a.) Macarius of Jerusalem, in this 
document, appears as the principal representative of the Synod 
of Nicæa; and he is, in fact, made to take precedence of the 
Patriarchs of Alexandria and of Antioch, who are not even 
nanled. N O'V, at the period of the Council of Nicæa, the see of 
Jerusalem had no pec"Uliar place of eminence. (ß.) In the super- 
scription, instead of "the Synod of Nicæa," etc., the document 
has the words, "the 318," etc., an expression ,vhich ,vas not in 
use at the time of the Council of Nicæa. (ry.) This document 
is dated viii. Cal. J ulias: we should therefore be led to conclude, 
if we trusted to that date, that the Council asked the Holy See 
for approval of its work a fe,v days after its commencement. 
2. Coustant and others prove the spuriousness of the second 
document-namely, Silvester's supposed confirmation of the 
Synod-on the following grounds :- 
(a.) There is in the document a reference to the (false) 
Easter canon of Victorinus (or Victorius) of Aquitania. No,v 
.Yictorinus did not flourish until 125 years later, about the 
middle of the fifth cefltury.l It is true that Döllinger 2 has 
recently offered a different opinion respecting this Victorinus, 
suggesting that it is not Victorius of Aquitania who is re- 
ferred to, but a Roman heretic (a Patripassian) of that name, 
,vho lived at the beginning of the third century. This Vic- 
torius was a contemporary of Pope Callistus and of the priest 
(afterwards antipope) Hippolytus, and subsequently resisted the 
Easter canon drawn up by the latter, which after,vards came 
into use, and even the Church doctrine of the Trinity. In 
favour of this theory is the fact, that in the fifth of these 
forged documents Victorius is mentioned along ,vith Callistus 
and Hippolytus, and an anathema is pronounced upon all the 
three. If DölIinger is right, as we cannot doubt, the argu- 
ment of Coustant must fall away; but the spuriousness of 
the document is still entirely beyond doubt, and has been 
recognised by Döllinger. 
(ß.) At the end of the document an entirely false chrono- 
logical date is given, Constantino VII. et Constantio Cæsare IV. 
conslÛibus. When Constantine became consul for the seventh 


1 Iùeler, Handbuch der.CkronolofjÏe, Ed. ii. S. 276. 
:I In his Hippolyt

, S. 246 fr. 
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time (A.D. 326), bis son Constantius ,vas invested \vith that 
dignity for the first time, and not for the fourth. Such a 
chronological error ,vould certainly not have been committed 
in a writing so important in the Roman archives. 
3. The spuriousness of the third document betrays itself 
chiefly in the fact that it contains the anathema pronounced 
upon Photinus of Sirmium, which was not put forth until the 
year 351, at the first Synod of Sirmium. 
4. The fourth document is rendered doubtful by the con- 
sideration, that it is impossible for all the writers of ancient 
times to have been silent on the subject of a Roman synod 
so important, and at ,vhich 275 bishops were present. 
Athanasius and Hilary speak ex professo of the synods of 
that period; but neither of them says a word of this great 
Roman Synod, nor gives the slightest intimation of it. Be- 
sides, if we give credence to the superscription of this docu- 
ment, the Synod must have been held in the presence of 
Constantine the Great, whereas the En1peror was not once in 
Rome during the whole of the year 325. 1 But even if, as 
Binius has suggested, the ,vords præsento Constantino have 
been erroneously removed from the place where they were 
followed by ap
td Nicæn
ím, and placed in the title of this, 
it cannot, ho,vever, be denied : (a.) That the decree passed 
by this alleged Roman Synod, which orders that Easter shall 
be celebrated bet,veen the 14th and 21st of Nisan, is non- 
sensical and anti-Nicene. (ß.) Equally incompatible with 
the Nicene period is the rule that clerics are not to be 
"brought before a secular tribunal. This privilcgium fori was 
at that time unknown. (ry.) Equally absurd is the ordinance 
respecting the degrees in advancing to the episcopate or the 
presbyterate, which directs that one lllust be an Ostiarius for 
a year, twenty years a Lector, ten years an Exorcist, five years 
an Acolyte, five years a Subdcacon, and five years a ])eacon; 
that is to say, altogether forty-six years in the ministry, be- 
fore he could become a priest. Such an absurdity was cer- 
tainly never promulgated by a Roman council. 
5. We have no need to give a particular account of the 
supposed acts of an alleged second Ron1an Council in 324, 
1 Ceillier, Histoi,re géné1'ale des auteurs sacrés, iv. 613. 
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,vhich form the fifth document, as they say nothing of a con- 
finnation of the Nicene Synod. As, ho\vever, this document 
seems to have proceeded fronl the same pen as the other 
fOUl',! \ve may, by \vay of sho\ving how little kno\vledge the 
forger had of that period, simply point out that this second 
Roman Council was pr<?fessedly held during the Nicene 
Synod, as is expressly stated in the Epilogue,2 and that it 
can1e to an end on the 30th of May 324, that is 
o say, a 
whole year before the beginning of that of Nicæa. 
Coustant suggests 3 that all these documents must have 
been forged in the sixth century. He has treated particu- 
1arly of the fifth of thEide spurious documents, and in his pre- 
face 4 he suggests that it was composed soon after the time of 
Pope SYlnmachus. Symmachus had been unjustly accused of 
several crÏ1lles, but was acquitted by a Synod which met in 
501 or 503; and at the same time the principle \vas asserted, 
that the Pope could not be judged by other bishops. In 
order to establish this principle and that of the fOTu1n p1 1 ivi- 
legiatll7n, which is closely connected \vith it, Coustant says 
they fabricated several documents, and among others this 
fifth: the bad Latin in which it is written, and the fact 
that it was discovered in a Lombard MS., have caused it to 
be thought that it \vas composed by a Lombard residing at 
Rome. A principal argument employed by Coustant to sho\v 
that this piece dated from the sixth century, the period during 
which Victorinus of Aquitania lived, has been overthrown by 
Döllinger's hypothesis, to which we have referred. 
All these documents are therefore \vithout doubt apocry- 
phal; but though they are apocryphal, \ve must not conclude 
fron1 this that all their contents are false, that is to say, that 
the Council of Nicæa never asked Pope Silvester to give his 
approval to their decrees. Baronius thinks that this request 
was really made,5 and on our part we think we can add to 
his arguments the following observations: 
1 Ballerini, de antiquis collectionibus, etc., in Galland's Sylloge disse'1"t. de 
tJetustis canonum collectionibus, i. 394; Blascus, de collect. can. laído'1'i, MercG,r. 
toris, in Galland, Sylloge, l.c. ii. 11, 14. 
2 Mansi, ii. 615. 
3 Epistolæ Pontificum, cd. Coustant. Præf p. lxxxvi. 
4 ti 99. 6 Ad ann. 325, n. 171 and 172. 
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(a. ) We kno,v that the fourth fficun1enical Council, held 
at Chalcedon, sent to Pope Leo their acts to be approved 
by him. Anatolius Patriarch of Constantinople wrote in the 
following manner to Leo: GestoTll11
 'vis omnis et confirmatio 
auetoTitati vestræ Bcatitltdinis fueTit reservata. 1 The Council 
speaks in the same ,vay as Anatolius in the letter which they 
,vrote to the Pope: 011
nem vobis gestoTum vim insinuavi11
'ltS, 
ad compTobationem nostræ sinceritatis, et ad eOTU11L, quæ a nobis 
gcsta sunt, fiTmitate1n et consonantiam. 2 The Emperor J\larcian 
also regarded this approval of the Pope as necessary for the 
decrees passed at Chalcedon; and he asked repeatedly and 
earnestly for this approval, with the suggestion that it should 
be given in a special writing; and he directed that it should 
also be read everywhere in his Greek don1Ïnions, that there 
lllight be no doubt of the validity of the Council of Chalcedon. 
The Emperor says he is astonished that the Pope had not 
sent these letters of approval: Qllas videlicet in' sanctissi1nis 
ecclesiis pe1
lcctas in O1nnÚt11L opoTtcbat notitia1n venire. This 
on1ission, he goes on, nonnul101

t11
 anÙnis a1nbigltitate11
 multam 
in/ccit, ul1
u'Jn tua Beatitudo, q
tæ in sancta synodo decTeta sunt, 
confiTmaverat. Et ob ca11
 rC1n tua pietas literas 11
ittere digna- 
bit
t1", per quas omnib
ts ccclesiis et populis manifestu11
 fiat, in 
sancta synoclo peracta a tua Bcatitudine rata habcTi. 3 
(b.) These texts, explicit as they are, authorize us in believ- 
ing, not quite ,vithout doubt, but nevertheless ,vith a certain 
degree of probability, that the principles which guided the 
fourth Council were not strange to the first; and this pro- 
bability is greatly increased by the fact that a Synod com- 
posed of more than forty bishops, assembled from all parts of 
Italy, very explicitly and confidently declared, and that in 
opposition to the Greeks, that the 318 bishops at Nicæa con- 
jiT'lnationcm rC1
um, atq
te auctoritatem sanctæ Romanæ ecclcsiæ 
detulcrunt. 4 
(c.) Socrates tells us that Pope Julius asserted: 5 Canon 


1 Opera S. Leon. M. (edit. Baller.), i. 1263; cr. p. 1126, and ibid. not. 8, 
p. 1134. 
2 Ibid. p. 1100. 
3 Ibid. p. 1182 sq. Cf. p. 1113 and 1120. 
" l\Lmsi, vii. 1140 ; Hard. ii. 856. ti Hist. Eccl. ii. 17. 
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ecclcsiastic'lls vetat, ne decreta absque scntentia episcopi R()'i1Wni 
ecclesiis sanciant
tr. Pope Julius then clearly declared not 
only that æcumenical councils ought to be approved by the 
Bishop of Rome, but also that a rule of ecclesiastical dis- 
cipline (canon ecclesiasticus) demanded this. · 'Ve n1ust not 
regard these .words as an allusion to this or that particular 
canon. But as Pope Julius filled the Holy See only eleven 
years after the Council of Nicæa, "\ve are forced to believe 
that such a rule. must have existed at the time of the Nicene 
Synod. 
(d.) The Gollectio Dionysii exig
ti proves that, about the year 
500, it ,vas the general persuasion at Rome that the acts 
of the Council of Nicæa had been approved by the Pope. 
Dionysius in fact added to the collection of the Nicene acts: 
Et plac
tit, 1-tt hæc ornnia mitterent'll1
 ad episcopum Romæ Sil- 
vestT1-tm. 1 It is this general persuasion which probably made 
people think of fabricating the false documents of .which we 
have spoken, and gave the forger the hope of passing his wares 
as genuIne. 


1 Coustant, Epistolæ Pontificum, præf. pp. lxxxii. and lxxix. ; and A pp. pp. 
.51, 52. Cf. Hard. i. 311; Richer, who opposes Dionysius, Hist. Concil. i. 
34. 
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THE SO-CALLED APOSTOLIC CANONS. 


A BOUT the year 500 A.D., Dionysius the Less, ,vho was an 
abbot in a monastery at Ronle, translated a collection of 
canons from Greek into Latin, for Bishop Stephen of Salona, 
at the head of ,vhich he placed fifty canons, ,vhich, according 
to him, proceeded from the apostles, and had been arranged 
and collected by their disciple Clen1ent of TIon1e. Dionysius 
placed after then1 the canons of Nicæa, of Ancyra, of Constan- 
tinople, of Chalcedon, etc. We are still in possession not 
only of this collection, but even of its Præfatio, ,vhich was 
addressed to Bishop Stephen: it is to be found in every good 
collection of the Councils. l The 'words of this preface, 
Canones, qui clicltntur apostolOrzt1n, show that Dionysius had 
some doubt as to the apostolic origin of these canons, ,yhich 
is made more evident .when he adds: quibus plu1
Í1ni conscnmtm 
non præbucre facilem. Dr. von Drey, 'who is the author of 
the best ,york upon these apostolic canons, and also upon 
the Apostolic Oonstitutions, thinks 2 that by plurÙni ,ve must 
here understand only the G-reeks, for the translation by 
Dionysius is the first Latin translation of these canons. This 
last statelnent is true; but ,ve must not conclude frOll1 it that 
the Greek text of these canons ,vas not known in the vVest, 
and especially in Italy, where at this period so many spoke 
Greek. "\\T e D1Ust not conclude, ho,vever, that this sentence 
of Dionysius, Qlta1J
vis postea q'llCCcla1n eonstituta pontificum 
ex ipsis eanonibus aSSg1nptCt esse videantur, referred to the 
Popes: the ,yord pontificcs rather signifies the bishops, and 
1 Hal'll. Cullect. Conctl. Î. 1 ; :Mansi, Collect. Condl. i. 3. 
2 S. 206. 


2 F 
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especially the Greek bishops, \vho Inade use of the so-called 
apostolic canons in their Synod, in the arrangement of their 
own canons. 
About fifty years after Dionysius the Less, J oannes Scho- 
lasticus of Antioch, \vho was ll1ade Patriarch .of Constantinople 
in 565, published a Greek collection of canons, uvvTaryJi-a 
KavóvCJJv, \vhich also contained the apostolic canons; but instead 
of nunlbering fifty, they here amounted to eighty-five. This 
collection is still in existence, and was printed in the second 
volulne in folio of the Bibliotheca juris canonici, by V oellus 
and J ustellus (Paris 1661). The arrangement of the apostolic 
canons is here also attributed to Clement of Rome, and 
Joannes Scholasticus implies that the most ancient Greek col- 
lections of canons also contain the eighty-five apostolic canons. 1 
It is undeniable that the Greek copy \vhich Dionysius had 
"before him belonged to a different family of collections of 
Councils from that used by J oannes Scholasticus, for they 
differ frequently, if not essentially, both in text and in the 
,yay of nUlubering the canons; and hence it is eXplained how 
Dionysius the Less kne\v only of fifty apostolic canons. It 
is supposed that at first there were indeed only fifty in cir- 
culation, and that the thirty-five others 'were added subse- 
quently. However that nlay be, it is quite certain that, if 
Dionysius the Less did omit these thirty-five canons, it ,vas 
not out of consideration for Rome, as \yas suggested by De 
Marca; for Ilone of these canons ,vas so luuch calculated to 
shock the Roman Church as ,vas the forty-sixth of the first 
series, \vhich, in contradiction of the Ronlan practice, declared 
all baptism by heretics to be invalid. 2 
When J oannes Scholasticus became Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople, he brought his collection, and consequently also the 
eighty-five apostolic canons contained in it, into ecclesiastical 
use; and in 792, in its second canon, the Trtùlan Synod de- 
clared not only that the eighty-five apostolic canons had the 
force of laws, but besides this, that they nlust be considered 
as of apostolic origin, \vhilst they rejected the Apostolic Con- 
stitutions. It is quite true, it says, that the apostolic canons 3 
1 Bickell, Gesclticltte des Kircltem'eclLts, Giessen 1843, S. 76. 
1& V gl. Drey, l.c. 207 ; Bickell, i.e. 85. :3 C. 85. 
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recommend the observance of the Constitutions; but as the 
latter ,,"'ere soon falsified, the Synod could not accept them. 
It did not, ho,vever, doubt their apostolic origin. 1 
The Synod in Tl'ullo being, as is ,veIl kno"wn, regarded as 
æcumenical by the Greek Church, the authenticity of the 
eighty-five canons ,vas decided in the East for all future tÍ1ne. 
It ,vas otherwise in the vVest. At the same period that 
Dionysius the Less translated the collection in question for 
Bishop Stephen, Pope Gelasius promulgated his celebrated 
decree, de libris non recipicnclis. Drey nlentions it,2 but in a 
way,vhich requires correction. Follo,ving in this the usual 
opinion, he says that the Synod at ROlne in which Gelasius 
published this decree was held in 494; but ,,"'e shall see here- 
after 3 that this Synod was held in 496. Also Drey considers 
himself obliged to adopt another erroneous opinion, according 
to ,vhich Gelasius declared in the same decree the apostolic 
canons to be apocryphal. This opinion is to be n1aintained 
only so long as the usual text of this decree is consulted, as 
the original text as it is given in the ancient manuscripts 
does not contain the passage ,vhich mentions the apostolic 
canons. 4 This passage ,vas certainly added subsequently, 
.with many others, probably by Pope Hormisdas (514-543), 
,vhen he made a ne,v edition of the decree of Gelasius. As 
Dionysius the Less published his collection in all probability 
subsequently to the publication of the decree of Gelasius, pro- 
perly so called, in 496, ,ve can understand ,vhy this decree 
did not mention the apostolical canons. Dionysius the Less 
did not go to Rome ,vhile Gelasius was living, and did not 
know him personally, as he himself says plainly in the Præfatio 
of his collection of the papal decrees. 5 It is hence also plain 
ho,v it ,vas that in another collection of canons subsequently 
made by Dionysius, of which the preface still ren1ains to us, 
he does not insert the apostolic canons, but has sin1ply this 
remark: 6 Quos non adr;nísit univeTsalitas, ego q1wÇJ1te in hoc 


I cr. Hard. iii. 1659. 2 S. 214. 
3 [Hefele, Concilicngcscltichte, Bel. ii.] 
4 Cf. Ballerini, edit. Opp. 8. Leonis 
I. vol. iii. p. clviii. n. iii.; and lIIansi, 
viii. 170. 
[, Hard. i. 6 cr. Bickell, S. 75. 
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opere præteT'lnisi. Dionysius the Less, in fact, cOlnpiled this 
new collection at a time when Pope Horn1Ïsdas had already 
explicitly declared the apostolic canons to be apocryphal.! 
Notwithstanding this, these canons, and particularly the fifty 
mentioned by Dionysius the I.Æss, did not entirely fall into 
discredit in the West; but rather they c::une to be received, 
because the first collection of Dionysius was considered of 
great authority. They also passed into other collections, and 
particularly into that of the pseudo-Isidore; and in 1034, 
II umLert, legate of Pope Leo IX., 111ade the follo\ving declara- 
tion: Cle1nentis liber, id est itinerarÙl1n Petri apostoli et canones 
apostolOTU'J1t numerantIlr inter apocrypha, EXCEPTIS CAPITULIS 
QUINQUAGINTA, q?læ deerervc'nlnt 'rcgzÛis orthodoxis ad;jungcncla. 
, Gratian also, in his decree,7 borro\ved from the fifty apostolic 
canons, and they gradually obtained the force of la\vs. But 
many,vriters, especially Rincmar of TIhein1s, like Dionysius 
the Less, raised doubts upon the apostolical origin of these 
canons. Fronl the sixteenth century the opinion has been uni- 
versal that these documents are not authentic; \vith the excep- 
tion, ho.wever, of the French Jesuit Turrianus, who endeavoured 
to defend their genuineness, as well as the authenticity of the 
pseudo- Isidorian decrees. According to the Centuriators of 
Magdeburg, it ,vas especially Gabriel d'Aubespine Bishop of 
Orleans, the celebrated Archbishop Peter de l\larca, and the 
Anglican Beveridge, "\vho proved that they ,vere not really 
cOlnpiled by the apostles, but were Inade partly in the second 
and chiefly in the third century. Beveridge considered this 
collection to be a rcpertory of ancient canons given by Synods 
in the second and third cell turies. In opposition to them, the 
Calvinist Dallæus (Daillé) regarded it as the ,york of a forger 
who lived in the fifth and sixth centuries; but Beveridge 
refuted him so convincingly, that from that time his opinion, 
with some fe\v modifications, has been that of all the learned. 
Beveridge begins with the principle, that the Church in the 
very earliest times n1ust have had a collection of canons; and 
he demonstrates that fron1 the con1nlencemcnt of the fourth 
century, bishops, synods, and other authorities often quote, as 
documents in common use, the Kav6;v Ù7TO(J'ToÀtKòr;;, or 
K"À'}J
 
1 Dickell, l.c. 
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(J'laGTlKÒí), or àpXa'iOí); as was done, for instance, at the Council 
of Nicæa, by Alexander TIishop of Alexandria, and by the 
Emperor Constantine, etc.! According to Beveridge, these 
quotations make allusion to the apostolic canons, and prove 
that they were already in use before the fourth century. 
Dr. v. Drey's ,york, undertaken ,vith equal learning and 
critical acuteness, has produced new results. 2 He has proved, 
1st, that in the prinÜtive Church there was no special codex 
canonum in use; 2d, that the expression KaV6JV à7rOGToÀLKòr; 
does not at all prove the existence of our apostolic canons, but 
rather refers to such cOlnmands of the apostles as are to be 
found in Holy Scripture (for instance, to ,vhat they say about 
the rights and duties of bishops), or else it simply signifies 
this: "Upon this point there is a rule and a practice which 
can be traced back to apostolic times;" but not exactly a 
,vritten la\v. 3 As a sunlmary of Drey's conclusions, the fol- 
. lo\ving points may be noted :-Several of the pretended apos- " 
tolic canons are in reality very ancient, and may be assigned 
to apostolic times; but they have been arranged at a much 
more recent period, and there are only a few which, having 
'been borrowed from the Apostolic Oonstitutions, are really 
more ancient than the Council of Nicæa. l\lost of them were / 
composed in the fourth or even in the fifth century, and are 
hardly more than repetitions and variations of the decrees 
of the Synods of that period, particularly of the Synod of 
Antioch in 341. Some fe\v 4 are even nlore recent than 
the fourth CEcumenical Council held at Chalcedon, from the 
canons of \vhich they have been derived. T\vo collections of 
the apostolic canons have been made: the first after the 
middle of the fifth century; the second, containing thirty-five 
more than the other, at the commencement of the sixth cen- 
tury. From these conclusions Drey draws up the follo\ving 
table :5_ 


1 Cf. Bickell, GescMch. des Ki'rcltenreclds, S. 82, where all the quotations from 
ancient authors are collected. 
2 Neue Untersuchungen über die Constit-utionen u. Canones der Aposlel, 
Tiibing. 1832. 
3 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 379 fr. ; Bickell l l.c. S. 81 and S. 5. 

 C. 30, 81, 83. 
i S. 403 fr. 
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The apostolic canons are tal{en,- 
1. C. 1, 2, 7, 8, 17, 18, 20, 27, 34, 46, 47, 49, 51, 52, 
53, 60, 64, and 65, from the six first books of the Apostolic 
Oonstitutions, which originated in the East, and particularly 
in Syria, in the second half of the third century. 
2. C. 79, frOln the eighth book of the Apostolic Oonstitu- 
tions, considerably more recent than the six first, but which
 
together \vith the seventh, was united to the six first books 
before 325. 
3. C. 21-24 and 80, from the Council of Nicæa. 
4. C. 9-16 inclusive, c. 29, 32-41 inclusive, and 76, fron1 
the Council of Antioch held in 341. 
5. C. 45, 64, 70, and 71, from the Synod of Laodicea. 
6. C. 75, from the sixth canon of the Council of Constan- 
tinople, held in 381. 
7. C. 28, tì
oln the Synod of Constantinople, held in 394. 
8. C. 30, 6 7, 74, 81, 83, from the fourth CEcumenical 
Council. 
9. C. 19 is an Ï1nitation of the second canon of N eocæsarea. 
10. C. 25 and 26 are from Basil the Great. 
11. C. 69 and 70 frOln the pretended letter of S. Igna.. 
tius to the Philippians. 
12. Rather less than a third of the apostolic canons are 
of unknown origin. 
Bickell, in his History of Ecclesiastical Law, while he adopts 
for the most part Drey's conclusions, has sho\vn that he brought 
do\vn the origin of our canons to a period some\v hat too 
recent. When, for instance, Drey supposes that the thirtieth 
apostolic canon is taken fronl the second canon of the fourth 
CECUlllenical Council held at Chalcedon, that the eighty-first 
apostolic canon is taken froln the third canon, and the eighty- 
third apostolic canon fronl the seventh canon of the saIne 
Council, Bickell relnarks that the three canons of Chalcedon, 
of \vhich 'ye are speaking, certainly bear some analogy to 
the apostolic canons; but this analogy, he says, is far fronl 
being striking, and certainly does not prove that the composer 
of these canons extracted theln froln those of the Council. 
Besides, it must not be forgotten, that in giving directions as 
to what is to be done \vhen a bishop is fornlally disobedient 
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(tIUtt he should be cited three times), the Council of Chalcedon, 
nay, even that of Ephesus (431) and that of Constantinople 
(448), quote canons "\vhich they call ecclesiastical and divine. 1 
N o"\v these canons are nothing else but the seventy-fourth 
apostolic canon, ,vhich alone gives directions as to "\vhat is to 
be done in such a case. Bickell further quotes a passage 
from the acts of the seventh session of the Synod of Ephesus 
held in 431, in ,vhich Rheginus Archbishop of Cyprus, in a 
menlorandum of ,vhich "\ve have no,v only the Latin transla- 
tion, appeals to the canoncs apostolici, and to the definítíones 
Nicænæ Synodi, to prove his Church to be independent of that 
of Antioch. 2 If, as ,ve doubt not, Rheginus intends here to 
speak of the apostolic canons, and especially of the thirty- 
sixth (according to Dionysius), it is evident that these canons 
,vere then in use. This may be further proved frOlll the 
Synod of Constantinople held in 394,3 which, in the ,vords 
Ka86J1;) oí å7TOlTTOÀtKOt, Ka1lÓVEI;) DLwpíuavTo, seems to allude to the 
apostolic canons. 
It is true that Drey endeavours to explain KaVÓVEI;) à7rou- 
'rOA.LKot in the sense pointed out above; but it is probable 
that "\ve must here think of canons formulated and ,vritten, 
and not only of an ancient ecclesiastical practice. In fact, (a) 
there is no ancient ecclesiastical custonl "\v hich ordains that 
a disobedient bishop should be summoned three times. (ß) At 
such a recent period, when there were already collections of 
canons, it was more natural to quote these canons than a 
sÌ1nple ecclesiastical tradition. (ry) The definítíones Nicænæ 
Synodi and the can ones apostolici "\volùd not have been placed 
on an equal footing if these canones had not been positively 
reduced to fornl. (ò) Since these ancient Synods themselves 
quoted canons "\vhich they called apostolic, and ,vhich, as we 
have seen, "\vere then in use, it nlust be concluded that it ,vas 
not the apostolic canons ,vhich were framed according to the 
canons of these Councils but that the reverse ,vas the case. 
, 
Drey, as ,ve have already remarked, supposes that a great 
number of the apostolic canons "\vere taken frolll those of 


I In :Mansi, iv. ,1136 sq., 1228, vi. 712, 1038 sqq., 1095; Hard. i. 13CO slJ.., 
1433, ii. 148, 340, 377. 
2 :Mansi, iv. 1485; Hard i. 1617. 3 :r.I
nsi, iii. 853; Hard. i. 957. 
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the Council of Antioch held in 341, and Bickell agrees váth 
hinl on this point.! It cannot be denied that Drey's opinion 
bas much to be said for it: it does not, ho,vever, appear to 
us quite unassailable; and perhaps it may still be possible 
to prove that the canons of this Council of Antioch were 
rather talcen from the apostolic canons. It Inay also be the 
same ,vith the Synod of Nicæa, \vhich, in its first, second, 
fifth, and fifteenth canons, alludes to ancient canons in use 
in the Church. Perhaps the Council placed the canons re- 
ferred to among the apostolic canons ,vhich may have circu- 
lated in the Ch urch before being inserted in our present 
collection. This hypothesis is in a certain ,yay confirnled 
by a doculnent to which Galland 2 has dTa\Vll attention, but 
"which Drey and Bickell have overlooked. We have Inentioned 
in the present volulne, that in 1738 Scipio Maffei published 
three ancient documents, the first of which was a Latin trans- 
lation of a letter written on the subject of l\leletius by the 
Egyptian bishops Hesychius, Phileas, etc. This letter ,vas 
written during the persecution of Diocletian, that is, bet"ween 
303 and 305: it is addressed to Meletius hÏ1nself, and 
especially accuses him of having ordained priests in other 
dioceses. This conduct, they tell hilll, is contrary to all 
ecclesiastical rule (aliena a m01
e divino ct REGULA ECCLESIAS- 
TICA), and l\:ieletius hilllself knov.rs very ,veIl that it is a lex 
patrru/J11 ct propatr'ltm . . . in alicnis paræciis non licere alic'lâ 
episcoporu1n O1"dinationes celebrare. 3 Maffei hÍ1nself supposes 
that the Egyptian bishops \vere here referring to the thirty- 
fifth canon (the thirty-sixth according to the enumeration of 
Dionysius), and this opinion can hardly be controverted. 
The Greek text of the apostolic canons exists in many 
ancient manus9ripts, as well in those ,vhich contain the Apos- 
tolic Oonstitutions (and then they are placed at the end in a 
chapter by theulselves 4), as in the manuscripts of ancient col- 
lections of canons. In the ancient collections they generally 
number eighty-five, corresponding to the nlunber found in the 


1 l3ickell, S. 79 f. 
2 Biblioth. Vft. P P. t. iii. Prolog. 1\. x. 
3 Routh, Reliquiæ sacræ, iii. 381, 382. 
4 Lib. viii. c. 4.7. 
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copies employed by Dionysius the Less and J oannes Scho- 
lasticus.1 On the other hand, ,,
hen they are collected in the 
nlanuscripts of the Apostolic CO'ìLstitutions, they are divided 
into seventy-six canons. 2 For it nlust not be forgotten that 
in ancient times the number of canons, and the way in which 
they ,vere divided, varied greatly. 
The fifty apostolic canons in the translation by Dionysius 
the Less appeared for the first time in the collection of the 
Councils by J\ferlin,3 published in 1523, and they are found 
in the nlore recent collections of Hardouin 4 and 
Iansi.ó 
The Greek text ,vas edited for the first time by Gregory 
Haloander in 1531. In 1561, Gentianus Hervetus pub- 
lished a superior edition of thenl. These two latter authors 
divide the canons into eighty-four, and Hervetus' division 
has been adopted by Hardouin,6 l\1:ansi,7 and Bruns. s III 
our edition we also have adopted the number of eighty-five, 
at the same time accepting for the fifty - first the division 
established by Dionysius the Less. For the sake of per- 
spicuity, 've have besides placed the two methods of enu- 
meration side by side: first that of Dionysius the Less, then 
that of IIervetus, Hardouin, J\Iansi, and Bruns; so luuch the 
more, as all our quotations up to this time have been made 
according to the second enumeration. We shall also borrow 
their Greek text fronl those authors, ,vhich here and there 
differs fronl the text placed at the end of the Constitutions. 9 
The Latin translation of the first fifty canons is by Dionysius 
the Less; that of the last thirty-five is by Cotelerius. 


1 'tV e must mention, however, that Scholasticus gives No. 51 twice over; but 
the first No. 51 is an entirely unknown canon. Cf. BibliotlL. jur. can. ofVoellus 
et Justellus, vol. ii. p. 569, tit. xxxvi. 
2 Cf. the edit. Patrum Apostolic. Opp. i. 442 sqq., by Cotelerius. Ueltzen 
replaces the number of 85 in his new edition of the Apostolic Oonstitutions, 
1853, p. 238 sqq. 
3 See above, p. 67. 
 Hard. i. 33 sqq. 15 Mansi, i. 49 sqq. 
6 Vol. i. p. 9 sqq. 1 Vol. i. p. 29 sqq. 
8 Bibl. Ecclesiast. i. 1 sqq. Cf. Bickell, i. c. S. 72 f. 
9 See this text in the edd. of the C071stit. Apostol. by Cotelerius and Ueltzen. 
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KANONE
 
T!1N ArI!1N KAI rrAN
ErrT!1N ArrO
TOA!1N. 


Regulæ ecclesiasticæ sanctm'um apostoloT
lm pTolatæ per Glementem 
Ecclesiæ Romanæ pontificem. 


CAN. 1. 
' E ' I 0 
 " , 
,., ,.. 
7rUJ"/107rOÇ; '}(,EtpOTOVELU 00 V7rO f.7rtU/(07r(J)V oVO '1J Tpt(J)V. 
Episcopus a eluobus aut tribus episcopis ordinetur. 
According to Drey,1 this canon is among those whose apos- 
tolic origin cannot indeed be proved, but .which elates back 
to a very remote antiquity, that is, to the first three centuries 
of the Christian era. Its sources are certainly the .Apostolic 
a onstitutions. 2 
CAN. 2. 
n ß ' 
,I.,.' 
", , 0 ' 
 , 
pEU VTEpO') V'fJ EVOÇ; E7rtUK07rOV '}(,EtpOTOVEtU W, Kat otalCovoç; 
\
"'\ \"'\ , 
/Cat OL /\,Ot7rOL KI\.7JplKOL. 
Presbyter ab uno episcopo ordilletur, et diaconus et reliqui 
clerici. 
The same remarks are applicable as to the first canon. 


CAN. 3. 
E " " .\ ß ' "... K ' 
, 
L Tl') E7rLU/C07rO') '1J 7rpEU VTEpO') 7rapa T'TJV TOV VpLOV ota. 
t: ' " ... 0 ' , r" " ' 8 
TaSlV, T7JV E7rL TV VUUf, 7rPOUEVE'YKV ETEpa TtVa f.7rL TO vuta- 
UT
pLOV, 
 }LÉÀt 
 ryáÀa 
 àVTt oïvou u{/cEpa 
 È7rLT7JDEUTà 
 ðpvEtc; 
.\ 
..., .\ " 
 "
, t: K ' ... 
'1J 
wa Tlva '1J oU7rpta, (ù') 7rapa T'1JV oluTas lV upwu 7rOLWV, 
8 ' 8 "'\ \ , ''\:' .\ ,I.,. "'\... ... ...... 
Ka alpf.Lu 00, 7r I\.'r}V VEWV '}(,wpoov 'l] UTa'fJUI\.1}'), Trp KaLPftJ Tp 
ÔÉOVTt. 
Si quis episcopus et presbyter præter orelinationem Donlini 
alia quædam in sacrificio offerat super altare, iel est aut mel, 
aut lac, aut pro vino siceram, aut confecta quædam, aut vola- 
tilia, aut anÌlnalia aliqua, aut legun1Ïna, contra constitutionem 
Domini faciens, congruo tempore, deponatur. 
The Latin text by Dionysius the Less, and the Greek text. 
as it is to be found in the collections of the Councils, here 
I)l'esent variaticns on several points. Thus, (a) the Greek text 
1 l.c. S. 264-271. 2 iii. 20, viii. 4, 27. 
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unites into one single canon what Dionysius divides into Nos. 3 
and 4; so that in the collections of the Councils the numbers 
of the Greek text no longer coincide with those of the trans- 
lation by Dionysius. We have preserved the enumeration of 
Dionysius, and have accordingly divided the Greek canon into 
t,vo. (b) 'Ve have not, ho\vever, thus produced complete 
harmony bet\veen the two texts; for, according to the Greek 
text, the words præter novas spicas et uvas belong to the third 
canon, whilst according to Dionysius they fonn part of the 
fourth. These \vords are evidently a translation of the Greek 
phrase, 7rÀhv vJwv x,lôpwv .q uTacþvÀ?j
. (c) Bearing in mind 
these transpositions, the words congruo tempore in the third 
canon may be explained as follo\vs: "Except fresh ears of 
corn and grapes .when it is the right time for them." (d) If 
the words præter novas spicas et uvas are not placed in the third 
canon, but in the fourth, we must also place the words congruo 
ter'f/;pore in the fourth, and then the meaning is the same as 
before. As to the antiquity of canons 3-5, .we will make the 
following remarks :-.411 three speak of what ought or ought 
not to be offered upon the altar. The substance of these 
rules is ancient: one might even perhaps say that it is partly 
ordained by our Lord Himself; and it is to this that the first 
words of the third canon refer. The details contained in this 
same third canon seem to have been inserted in order to combat 
the customs of the ancient heretics. The fourth and fifth 
canons are hardly more than explanations and con1mentaries 
on the third, and thus betray a ll10re recent origin. l 


CAN. .4 (3). 
M ' , E:' 
", , 8 ' rl " e ' 
'1] ESOV OE EU7'W 7rpOua"lEU at 7't ETEpOV Et
 7'0 vutaUT'1]ptOV, 
*",. 
'''' I ' 8 I ... ....,.. rl 
'fJ EÀawv El8 7''1]V ^VXVLav Kat vluaj1-a 7'rp Katprp 7'Y}1;) a"lta
 
'1rpoucþopâ
. 
Offerri non licet aliquid ad altare præter novas spicas et 
uvas, et oleum ad luminaria, et thymiama id est incensum, 
ten1pore quo sancta celebratur oblatio. 
CAN. 5 (4). 
t H "", ,.. " , '\' , '" '" I 8 ' ,,.. 
a)...t\/fJ 7raua 07rwpa E[,
 OtKOV a7rOU7'EI\.I\.EU w, a7rapX1J 7'
 
, I ,.... ß I '",,,," , ' e I 
E7rtUK07f9,J Kat 7'OLI;) 7rpEU VTEPOtl;), a'\'l\.a j1-1J 7rpor;; 7'0 VULaU7'l}ptov' 
1 Vg1. Drey, l.c. S. 335 ff. 
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 1"\,,\ 
,t 
, , '
 ß ' 
 'ý. '" 
vrJ"'ov VE, wr; 0 E'Til(J"IC'J7TOr; lCa
 Ot 7rpEU VTEpOt E'lT't}1ÆPL':JOVUt TOL
 
OtaICÓVOL
 lCal Toîr; ML7roîr; ICÀ7JptlCoîr;. 
Reliqua poma omnia ad domum, primitiæ episcopo et pres- 
byteris, dirigantur, nee offerantur in altari. Certulll est autem, 
quod episcopus et presbyteri dividant et diaconis et reliquis 
clericis. 
For these two, see the remarks on the third canon. 


CAN. 6 (5). 
' E ' .'\ ß I ., 
 I 't,.. ,.. 
7rUrK07rOr; '1} 7TpE(J" vTEpOr; '1} vtalCovor; T'1]V EaVTOV ryvvaLICQ, 
" ß ,,\' cþ ' , ß ' " 
" ß ''''''' ' cþ Y.' B 
11-1] EIC aÀ"'ETClJ 7rpO aUEt EvÀa Elar;o EUV OE EIC U"'''''[J, a OpL':JEU w' 
, I 
, B ' B 
E7rt}1ÆVWV VE, lCa a"pElu ro. 
Episcopus aut presbyter uxorem propriam sub obtentu reli- 
gionis nequaquam abjiciat; si vero ejecerit, excommunicetur; 
et si perseveraverit, dejiciatur. 
Drey 1 supposes that Eustathius of Sebaste gave occasion 
for this canon towards the n1Ïddle of the fourth century. 
Compare canons 1 and 4 of the Synod of Gangra. According 
to the Greek text, it would be necessary to place the words 
et diaconus after the word prcsbJlter in the Latin translation. 


CAN. 7 (6). 
' E ' .'\ ß ' " r;;:. , ' cþ I
 
7rl(J"IC07rO
 r 7TpEU VTEpor; 1] vtalCOvo
 KO(J"}ttKa
 pOVTLvar; 
, , "\ ß ' ,
" e ' e 
p.-7J avu",afL aVETro' Et VE fL7J, Ka atPElU ro. 
Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus nequaquanl seculares 
curas assunlat; sin aliter, dejiciatur. 
This belongs to the most ancient canons, wl1Ïch contain 
rules perhaps proceeding from the apostles and their disciples; 
but it must have been arranged more recently (in the third 
century). The Apostolic Oonstit
ttions2 contain a sirnilar rule. 3 


CAN. 8 (7). 
E " " 
 ß I " r;;:. I 'f, ,. 
t Tt
 E7rl(J"IC07rO
 ?] 7rpEU VTEpor; 1] VlaICOVO
 T7JV arylav TOU 
lláuXa 
}tÉpav 7rpÒ Tfjr; Èaplvijr; lU'1]}tEpla
 f1ÆTà ' IovDa{wv 
È7rl7"EÀÉUEt, KaBalpf[uBro. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus sanctum 
Paschæ diem ante vernale æquinoctiunl cum J uelmis celebra- 
yerit, abjiciatur. 
We have seen in the present volume that a fresh difficulty 
1 OonsUt. 
1post. S. 341. 2 ii. 6. 3 Drey, S. 240-248 anù 403. 
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arose during the third century, added to those already existing, 
for determining the time for celebrating the Easter festival. 
After having discussed ,vhether it ought to be fixed according 
to the day of the week or the day of the month, and after 
having inquired at ,vhat time the fast should end, it was 
besides questioned, during the third century, whether Easter 
ought always to be celebrated after the vernal equinox. The 
Council of Nicæa answered this question in the affirmative- 
if not expressly, at least implicitly.! The Synod of Antioch, 
held in 341, gave a similar decision, and Bickell considers 
that 2 this canon was taken fronl the first canon of Ãntioch. 
Drey,3 on the contrary, believes that the canon of Antioch 
was derived frOIn the Apostolic Constitutions. 4 


CAN. 9 (8). 
E " " .\ ß ' .\ 
 , .\,... 
-4 l TIS E7rUJ"/C07ror;; 1J 7rpcCJ" UTEpor;; 1] OlaK01JOr;; 1] E/C TOU ICaTa- 
ÀÓryou TOÛ [EpaTt/COÛ 7rpoCJ"cþopâr;; ryEVOJi-ÉV1]r;; Ji-
 pÆTaÀáßot, T
V 
" " \', " '9' " 
, 
alTLav EL7raTW- "at Eav EUÀoryor;; '[J, CJ"uryryvwJi-1]r;; TU'YxaVETW' H DE 
\ 
 ' , rf... 
, e t ., ß "" ' ß ' .. 
.. \ 
fl.,'l} ^EryH, a
Opt
ECJ" W, wr;; aLTwr;; /\,u 7Jr;; ryEVO}lÆVOr;; T9} I"ap leaL 

 , , ,,.. , 
V7rOvotav 7rOt1]CJ"ar;; ICaTa TOU 7TpOCJ"EVE'YlCaVTor;;. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus vel quilibet 
ex sacerdotali catalogo facta oblatione non cOInmunicaverit, 
aut causanl dicat, ut si rationabilis fuerit, venianl consequatur, 
aut si non dixerit, communione privetur, tanquaul qui populo 
causa læsionis extiterit, dans suspicionem de eo, qui sacrifi- 
cavit, quod recte non obtulerit. 
The Latin text of Dionysius the Less seems to imply that 
these ,vords ought to- have been added at the end of the 
Greek text, wr;; Ji-
 V",/lW': àVEvEryKóvTor;; (as if he had not regu- 
larly offered); and these ,vords are to be found in SOInG Greek 
manuscripts. As to the antiquity of this canon, see the note 
on the one folIo "ring. 
CAN. 10 (9). 
II , ", "... rf..."" 
uVTar;; TOUr;; El,CJ"WVTar;; 7TlCJ"TOUr;; Kat TWV 'Ypa
wv aKOUOVTar;;, 
, , 
 \" ... \... f , "" '",,, t 
l1/r} 7rapa}lÆVOVTar;; DE TlJ 7rPO(J"EUXlJ Kat T[J a'YtCf Ji-ETal'-1} y H, W<) 
, f:" ... ... , " cþ '
 e ' 
aTaçtaV EJi-TfOLOUVTar;; TlJ EKKÀ/r}Uu!" U Opt
E(J" at 'Xpr;. 
On1nes fideles, qui ingrec1iulltur ecclesialn et scripiur8-9 
audiunt, non autenl perseverant in oratione, nee sancÜun caffi- 
I Se
 above, sec. 37. 2 S. :331. 3 S. 403. 4 Constit. Apost. v. 17- 
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munionem percipiunt, velut inquietudines ecclesiæ commo- 
ventes, convenit communione privare. 
This tenth canon is evidently connected with the ninth. l 
Drey believes that in substance they are both very ancient, 
and arose from those times of persecution, during which some 
Christians abstained from receiving the holy communion from 
remorse of conscience. Drey is evidently in the wrong when 
he nlaintains that this tenth apostolic canon was copied 1vord 
for ,vord from the second canon of the Council of Antioch 
held in 341. The reverse of this is more probable. See our 
introductory remarks on these canons. 


CAN. 11 (10). 
E " , "" JI , f:. ... , cþ 
, 8 
t TIS aKOtvroVTJTCP /Cav EV ouap UVVEVç'f}Tat, OVTO
 a Opt
EU roo 
Si quis cum excommunicato, etiam domi, simul oraverit, et 
ipse conl1nunione privetur. 
This canon must be considered, as to its contents, as among 
the most ancient of the apostolic canons, which stretch back 
to apostolic tÍlnes. As to its present form, Drey 2 supposes 
that it was taken from the second canon of the Council of 
Antioch; but see what is said at the end of the note on the 
preceding canon. 
CAN. 12 (11). 
E " e ':\. \,\ 
 :\. ... , f:. 
t TIS Ka 1JP'f}fLEVCP K/\''f}ptKo
 C1JV w
 K/\''f}puap UVVEVS 'f}Tat, 
8 ' 8 \, I 
Ka atpELU Cð Kat aVTO
. 
Si quis cum damnato clerico, veluti cum clerico, sÌmul 
oraverit, et ipse damnetur. 
On the antiquity of this canon the same observations lnay 
be offered as those upon the tenth and eleventh. According 
to Drey,3 this canon must have been fornled from the second 
canon of the Council of Antioch. 


CAN. 13 (12). 
E J' :\. ,.,:\. "r1-. ", "t' , :\. 8 ' 
t TL
 K"''f}pt1CO
 'f} l\.atlCO
 a
CðptUJ.JÆVO
 'f}TOt aOEICTO
, a7Tf", wv 
, 
, , t' 8 ... " , ... , r1-. 
' 8 
EV ETEpq, 7TOÀEt, Of X !l aVEV rypal-'-l-'-aTCðV UVUTaTtlCwV, a
Opt
EU Cð 
, 
 
 t"' , 
 t' 8 I ,
" r1-. ' ," , 8 
/Cat 0 OESf1J.JÆlJO
 Kat 0 OEX EIS. Et OE a
CðpLUI-'-El}O
 EL'f}, E7TtTELVEU (ð 
, ... t , r1-. '
"',,, ' ", , ' E :\. 
aVTrp 0 a't'optuj1-0
, w
 "t' Evuaj1-EVrp Kat a7TaT'Y}uaVTI, T'Y}V -4 ICK"'7j- 
ulav TOU BEOU. 
Si quis clericus aut laicus a communione suspensus ve] 
1 S. 255 f. and 405. S l.c. S. 405. 3 l.c. S. 405. 
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comn1unicans, ad aliam properet civitatem, et suscipiatur 
præter commendaticias literas, et qui susceperunt et qui sus- 
ceptus est, communione priventur. Excommunicato vero pro- 
teletur ipsa correptio, tanquam qui mentitus sit et Ecclesiam 
Dei sed uxerit. 
The Greek text has 17Tot ÜÚEKTO), that is, sive excommuni- 
catus. It is supposed that ,ve should rather read 17TOt ÔEKT6), 
because in the latter part of the canon t,vo sorts of penalties 
are appointed: (a) 'Vhen one ,vho is not excommunicated is 
else,vhere received, ,vithout having letters of recommendation 
froln his bishop, he is to be excommunicated, and also he ,vho 
received them; (ß) If one ,vho is excommunicated succeeds in 
being received elsewhere, the period (ìf his excommunication 
shall be prolonged. The contents of this canon are certainly 
ante-Nicene. Drey 1 supposes the form to be derived from 
the sixth canon of the Council of Antioch. See the note on 
the tenth canon. 
CAN. 14 (13). 
' E ' \ , t ... "\. '...,,, 'f... , 
7rLû"K07TOV plY) EçEtVat KaTa/\'EtyaVTa T'Y}V EaVTOV ?TapotKLav 
f' , 
.. 
, f' "\., , 'Ý; " 
ETEPlf E7rt7r'1}oCfv, Kav V7T'O ?T/\,EtovwV avaryKa
1}Tat, Et fJ-1} Tt) 
" "S' '" ß 
, " '" f "\., 
EVÀoryO) atTLa V T(JVTO ta
Of1ÆV'1} aVTOV 'TrOtEtV, w) ?T/\,EOV Tt 
, 
 
 , ,......, '" "\., , ß ' ß ,"" 
KEpOO) ovvaf1ÆlJOV aVTOV TOL) EKELUE /\'C,,/fP EVcrE ELa) crvIL al\,- 
"\. e '''' 
 \ , , rf...' f ..., "\. "\. " "\. "\.... , 
/\,Ecr at' KaL TOVTO OE OVK a'jl EaVTOV, a/\,I\.a KpLcrEt ?TO/\,/\,wv E7rt- 
, , "\. ' , 
(j/{,07fWV Kat ?TapaKI\.'r}crEt fJ-E,,/LcrT[J. 
Episcopo non licere alienam parochiam, propria relicta, per- 
vadere, licet cogatur a plurimis, nisi forte quia eun1 rationabilis 
causa cOlnpellat, tanquam qui possit ibidem constitutis plus 
lucri conferre, et in causa religionis aliquid profectus prospi- 
cere; et hoc non a semetipso pertentet, sed multo rum episco- 
porulll judicio et maxima supplicatione perficiat. 
The prohibition to leave one church for another is very 
ancient. It had been before set forth by the Council of 
ArIes in 314, and by the Council of Nicæa in its fifteenth 
canon, as ,veIl as by the Synod of Antioch in 341, and it ,vas 
rene,ved by that of Sardica. This fifteenth canon is therefore, 
as to its substance, very ancient; but its present fOl'ln, Drey 
supposes, is post-Nicene, as may be inferred, he thinks, from the 
lightening of the penalty, ,vhich could not have been decreed 
I l.c. S. 257 awl 405. 
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by the ancient canons. Drey therefore concludes that tl1Îs 
canOll was franled after the eighteenth and t,vel1ty-first canons 
of Antioch.! But see the note on the tenth canon. 


. CAN. 15 (14). 
E'l TiS 7T"PEUßÚTEpoe; 
 ÔtúKovoe; 
 oi\ooe; TOV KaTaÀóryov TWV 
"\ ,.., ,,\'... '1' 'f',.. "f' I , 1"\ 6 
K"'?JptKWV a7T'OI\.EL'f ar; T'1}V EaVTOV ?TapOUCLav EiS ETEpav a7TE", '[l, 
\ "\ ,.. '
I Q , ",,\ "\ ", 
Kat, ?TaVTE",We; j1-ETaUTae; otarptfJ'!1 EV a",,,,'!1 ?TapOlKLlf ?Tapa ryVOOj1-'1}V 
,.. ,
, , 1 ,.. i\ ' 1 i\ ,.. 
TOV (,OLOV E7TLUKO?TOV' TOVTOV KE EVOf1ÆV fL'1}KETt ELTOVpryEtV, 
'''\ ' "\ 1 " ,.., 1 ,,.. , , 
p.a",LUTa Et 7T"pOUKa",ovfLEVOV aVTOV TOV E7TLCTK07TOV aVTOV E7Ta- 
VEx6ElV OUX Ú7T
KOV(J'EV È?Ttp.JVWJ) TV àTagllf' we; Àa"iKòe; fLJVTOl, 
, ,.. , 
EKEurE KOtVooVELTW. 
Si quis presbyter aut diaconus aut quilibet de numero 
clericorum relinquens propriam parochiam pergat ad alienam, 
et omnino c1emigrans præter episcopi sui conscientiam in 
aliena parochia commoretur, hunc alterius ministrare non 
patimur, præcipue si vocatus ab episcopo redire contempserit, 
in sua inquietudine perseverans; veruln tamen tanqualn laicus 
ibi communicet. 
The saIne remark is applicable as to the fourteenth canon. 
According to Drey, this fifteenth, as 'well as the following 
canon, must have been formed from the third canon of the 
Council of Antioch, held in 341. See the note on the tenth 
canon. 


CAN. 16 (15). 
E ' 
\ " , I , ....' , ,
\ "\ ' 
{, OE 0 E7TLUK07rOe;, ?Tap 
tJ TV"IxavOvut, 7Tap OVOEV ",O"lLua- 
, ",.." e ,.. , 1 
/t: ' \ f' 
p.Evoe; T'1}V KaT aVTWV optU EtUaV apryLav, OEsETat aUTOve; we; 
KÀ'1JptKOVe;, àcþoptsÉuOw we; ÔtÔauKaÀoe; àTagLae;. 
Episcopus vero, apud quem moratos esse constiterit, si 
contra eos decretam cessationem pro nihilo reputans, tanquam 
clericos forte susceperit, velut magister inquietudinis com.. 
munione privetur. 
The same remark is applicable as to the fourteenth canon. 
CAN. 17 (16). 
" 0 
 , , " ' ß 1 ,'''\ "\ , 
OVUt "Iaj1-0iS uVj1-7rÀaKEte; fLETa TO a7T"TtU}la '1J 7Ta/\'/\'aK'1}V 
1 , 
 1 't, , .\ ß ' .\ ..,"" 
KT'1}uaj1-ElJOe; OU vvvaTat EtVat E7TUTK07Toe; '1J 7T"pEU VTEpoe; 'IJ o/\,ooe; 
TOÛ KaTaÀó"lOV TOV íEpaTtKOV. 
Si quis post baptisma secundis fuerit nuptiis copulatus aut 
1 Drey, S. 274 and 405. 
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concubina.m habuerit, non potest esse episcopus aut presbyter 
aut diaconus, aut prorsus ex nUlnero eorum, qui ministerio 
sacro deserviunt. 
It is certain that this canon in its substance is an apostolic 
ordinance.! The form, ho,vever, is taken from the Apostolic 
Constitutions,
 consequently about the third century.3 
CAN. 18 (1 7). 
( 0 ' "'\ D \ .\' ß 
 ' .\ (, ,^" ,^,.. 
X 1 Jpav J\.apwv 'I) Ell ff-J/'-'l}J1ÆV'l}V '1} fTaLpav '1} OUCf.TtV ?} TWV 
È7Tl UK'l}Vi]Ç; OU ôúvaTat elvat È7rluKo7ïoç; 1] 7TpfUßÚTEpOÇ; 
 ÔtáKOVOÇ; 

 öÀroç; TOÛ KaTaÀóryov TOÛ LepaTtKoû. 
Si quis viduam aut ejectam acceperit, aut meretricem aut 
ancillaln, vel aliquam de his qui publicis spectaculis manci- 
pantur, non potest esse episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus 
aut ex eorum nunlcro qui n1Ïnisterio sacro deserviunt. 
Å similar remark applies to this as to the seventeenth 
canon. See Lev. xxi. 14, \vhere ,ve have a similar ordinance 
for the J e\vish priests. 4 


CAN. 19 (18). 
(0 ôúo àÙfÀÇJàs àryaryÓJ1ÆVoÇ; 
 àùeÀcþlùi]v ov ôúvaTat E1vat 
, 
KÀ'l}ptKOÇ;. 
Qui duas in conjugium sorores acceperit, vel filiam fratris, 
clericus esse non poterit. 
This canon, like the preceding, rene\vs a conllnand con- 
tained in the Old Testament. 5 The Synods of Elvira 6 and 
of N eocæsarea 7 enforced it also. This nineteenth canon may 
therefore be considered to be contemporary with those synods, 
especially to be an imitation of the second canon of Neo- 
cæsarea. 8 


CAN. 20 (19). 
KÀ7JptKòÇ; È"'/ryvaç; ÔtOoùç; KaeatpE{UeW. 
Clericus fidejussionibus inserviens abjiciatur. 
We have seen in sec. 4, that fron1 the third century it was 
decidedly forbidden that priests should be tutors or guardians; 
in a ,vord, that they should meddle \vith the settlement of 


11 Tim. iii. 2-13 ; Tit. i. 5-V; 1 Pet. v. 1-4. 
2 Constit. Apost. vi. 17. 3 Drey, l.c. S. 242 and 403. 
4 cr. Drey, l.c. S. 251 and 4.03. 5 See Lev. xviii. 16, xx. 21. 
8 Can. 61. 7 Can. 2. 8 Drey, t. c. S. 251 and 409. 
20 



4G6 


APPEXDIX. 


".orldly business. A sinlilar prohibition is giyen in the pre.. 
sent canon, .which in the lllain is very ancient, and \vas taken 
from the Apostolic Constit
äions.l 


CAN. 21 (20). 
E ,,, '\'f:' , , 8 ' " , ,\, 
uvovXo
 EI, fLEV Eç E7T'1}pELar; av PW7T'rov EryEVETO Ttr;, 1] EV 

 '" ' cþ ' 8 \' 
 '" ., r' " cþ " ,'t 
Vt('YYJLS!J a llpE 1J Ta alJOpWV, '1J Ol.JTWr; E v, Kat EUTtV ac;tO
, 
ryLvÉu8w. 
Eunuchus si per insidias hominum factus est, vel si in 
persecutione ej us sunt arnputata virilia, vel SI ita natus est, 
et est dignus, efficiatur episcopus. 
The CEcumenical Synod of Nicæa, in its first canon, gave 
a sin1Ïlar comInand to that contained in this and the two fol- 
lo\ving canons. In enforcing it, the Synod professed to be 
conforn1Ïng to ancient canons, by which it intended the 
twenty-first, also the twenty-second and twenty-third apos- 
tolic canons. Drey,2 on the contrary, considers that this 
apostolic canon was fralned frOIll those of N icæa; perhaps it 
Inay have been the Valesians ,vho gave occasion for these rules. 3 


CAN. 22 (21). 
r o ' I 
 \ \ , 8 :'\ ' , cþ \ 
aKp(J)T'1)pLuua
 EaVTOV JL'f} rytVEU W Kf\,1}ptICO
' aUTO OVEVT1J
 
ryáp ÈUTW ÉaVTOÛ Kaì 7i]r; TOÛ BEOÛ D1}fLtovprylar; Èx8pór;. 
Si quis absciderit semetipsum, id est, si quis sibi amputavit 
virilia, non fiat clericus, quia suus honlicida est, et Dei con- 
ditionibus inimicus. 
See the note on the preceding canon. 
CAN. 23 (22). 
E " :'\ \ '" r \, , 8 ' 8 
L Tt
 K^1}pLKor; wv EaVTOV aKpwT'1)ptaUEt" Ka atpELu W, 
cþ \ " f' " 
OVEVT1]
 "lap EUTtV EaVTOV. 
Si quis, cum clericus fuerit, absciderit senletipsulll, oInnino 
damnetur, quia suus est hOlnicida. 
The sanle remark as on the t\venty-first canon. 


CAN. 24 (23). 
A .. \ f' \, " cþ 1-'.' 8 " "'t:):,\ 
atKor; EaVTOV UKPWT1}ptuUar; a Opt':,EU W ET1} Tpta' E7T'Lf...JOVI\.O;; 
",úp ÈUT" Ti]
 ÉavToû 
wJ}r;. 


1 CO'1UJtit. Apost. ii. 6. Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 248 and 403. See also above, the 
seventh apostolic canOil. 
1 S. 2GB f. and 410. 3 See above, sees. 4 anù 42. 
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Laicus senletipsum abscindens annis tribus cornmunlone 
privetur, quia suæ vitæ insic1iator exstitit. 
The first canon of Nicæa, ,vhich is also on the subject of 
yoluntary 11lutilation, has reference only to the clergy, and 
does not appoint any penalty for the laity .who mutilate 
themse]ves. This might incline us to the opinion that the 
present canon ,,,,as given to complete those of the Council of 
Nicæa, and consequently that it is more recent than that 
Council. But there is no doubt that the Council of Nicæa 
had this canon before it, and spoke of self-mutilation only as 
an impcdÙncntu1n ordinis. Àthanasius, in his Historia Arian- 
07
um ad monaclws,l shows that voluntary mutilation ,vas also 
severely punished in the laity, and that they were excluded 
from comrnunio laicalis. D rey 2 is of opinion that these canons 
are more recent than those of Nicæa, and that they were 
formed from the latter. 
CAN. 25 (24). 
' E ' ." ß ' " 
 I , \ ", , , 
7rL(]"K07T'O
 1] 7T'pEU uTEpor;?J otaKOVO
 E7T't 7rOPVELlf 1] E7TtopKLt; 
., "\. '" ""\' 8 ' 8 ", cþ 'y, 8 "\. ' ,
 
?J K/\'07T[J a(\.ou
 Ka atpEUj W, Kat J.L1} a OpL':,EU W' /\'EryEt "lap '1] 
rh' 0 ' , 
, 
","'''' 
 , ""\. ' 
'Ypa't'r;' UK EKOLKr;UEt
 OiS E7rt TO aUTO' OJ.LOL(JJ
 OE ot /\,Ot7TOt 
"\ ,"',.... '" f' ' 8 
""''lJptKOt T'[J aUT'[J aLpEUEt V7TOKELU wuav. 
Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, qui in fornicatione 
aut perjurio aut furto captus est, deponatur, non tamen com- 
munione privetur; dicit enim Scriptura : Non vinc1icabit 
Dominus bis in ic1ipsum. 
This canon alludes to a passage in the prophet N ahum. 3 
It certainly belongs in the main to the most ancient canons; 
for S. Basil the Great says in his letter to Àmphilochus (c. 3), 
that, according to an ancient rule (àpXaîov Kavóva), thieves, 
etc., were to be deprived of their ecclesiastical offices. Leo 
the Great, however, calls this an apostolic trac1ition. 4 Drey [) 
supposes that this sentence of S. Basil's gave rise to the 
canon. 
CAN. 26. 
Similiter et reliqui clerici huic conditioni subjaceant. 
In the Greek this canon is not separately counted; it 


] C. 28, Opp. vol. i. P. i. p. 884, ed. Patav. 2 l.c. S. 268 and 410. 
3 :Kahum i. 9. 4 Ep. 92 (according to Ballerini, Ep. 167), ad Rustic. Il. 2. 
6 l.c. S. 244 anù 412. 
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fornls only the last sentence of the one preceding. As for 
its antiquity, see the remarks on the t\venty-fifth canon. 


CAN. 27 (25). 
Twv Elr; KÀ1jpOV TrpOUEÀeÓVTOJV àryáfLOJV KEÀEVOPÆV ßOV^OfL
VOV
 
,.." , ",,, '", ' 
ryafJÆLV ava'YV(J)UTa
 Kat 'i' al\.Ta
 /LOVovr;. 
Innuptis autem, qui ad clerulll pr
vecti sunt, præcipimus, 
ut si voluerint uxores accipiant, sed lectores cantoresque 
tantummoc1o. 
Paphnutius had declared in the Council of Nicæa 1 in 
favour of an ancient la\v, which decided that, ,vhoever had 
taken holy orders when unmarried, cOlùd not be married 
afterw'ards. The Synod of Ancyra, held in 314, also recog- 
nisec1 this la\v, and for that reason, in its tenth canon, estab- 
lished an exception in favour of deacons. The Council of 
Elvira went still further. These approacb,es prove that the 
present canon is more ancient than the Council of Nicæa, 
and that it is a faithful interpreter of the ancient practice of 
the Church. Even D rey 2 says that this canon is taken frolll 
the Apostolic Constitzltions (vi 1 7), and consequently is ante- 
Nicene. 
CAN. 28 (26). 
' E ' .\ ß ' .\ 
 " , 
J7TLUKOTrOV 7J TrpEU VTEpOV 7J vtaKOVOV TVTrTOVTa TrLUTOV
 
f' , "" ,
 I ,
" cþß '" 
afLapTavovTar; 1] a7rtUTOvr; aOLK1}uaVTar;, TOV ota TOtOVTOJV 0 EtV 
0 ' e ,.. e ' ,
,.., r K ' 
EÀov7a, Ka atpEtU at, -rrpouTaTTopÆv' ouoafLou 'lap 0 Vpto
 
,.. r,.. ,
,
 t ' , 
, " , ", 
TOVTO 'lJ/Lar; EOLoaçE' TovvaVTLOV VE aUTOr; TV7rTOJLEVO
 OUK aVTE- 

 I "", 
 , , "'", 
TV7rTE, ÀOI.OOpOVJLEVO
 OVK aVTEI\.OtoOpEt, 7rauxrov OUK 'f}7fEtI\.Et. 
Episcopunl aut presbyterum aut diaconum percutienteul 
fideles delinqueutes, aut infideles inique agentes, et per hujus- 
modi volentem timeri, dejici ab officio suo præcipÏ1llus, quia 
nus'luam nos hoc Doulinus docuit; e contrario vero ipse, cum 
percuteretur non repercutie bat, CUUl lllalediceretur non remale- 
dicebat, cum pateretur non com111inabatur. 
Drey believes this canon to be one of the most recent of 
the apostolic canous,3 for no ancient synod ever thought it 
necessary to put forth such decisions. The Synod of Con- 
stantinople, held A.D. 394, was the first to forbid the clergy to 
1 See sec. 43. 
 l. c. S. 307 fr. and 403. 
3 S. 345 anù 410. 
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strike the faithful, and this apostolic canon is only an Ï1nita- 
tion of that. 
CA
. 29 (27). 
E " , I ,\ ß I ,\ 
 , e e \ 
 , 
t TtC; E7TUJïC07TOC; 'ì] 7TpEU VTEpor; 'ì} otalCovor; lCa atpE E/S Ollcaw)C) 
, \ , "\ I cþ " "\ I r'..,,, 8 " , 
E7Tt E"IIC/\'1}JLaut aVEpOtC; TO/\,JL1]UEtEV a't' au at T'ì}C; 7TOTE EryXElptU- 
8 ' ''',,\ '''' , , ' e " 
ELU'1}C; aVTp '\.EtTOvpryLar;, OVTOC; 7TaVTa7Tautv EICIC07TTf.U ro T'l}r; 
, E ICICÀ '1}U {ar;. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, depositus 
juste super certis criminibus, ausus fuerit attrectare mini- 
sterium dudum sibi commissum, hie ab Ecclesia penitus ab- 
scindatur. 
This canon is sÎ1nilar to the fourth of the Council of 
Antioch, held in 341. Drey believes 1 this apostolic canon 
to be 11lore recent than that of Antioch, and intended to cor- 
rect it; for the latter refers only to the case of a bishop who 
is regularly deposed, and that for acknowledged sins. But it 
may be, on the contrary, that our canon is more ancient than 
that of Antioch. The Fathers of Antioch perhaps only 
applied to S. Athanasius the orders of a rule before known. 
See the comments upon the tenth canon. 


CAN. 30 (28). 
E " , I 
 \ , ", f: I , , \ 
t- Ttc; E7TtUIC07TOr; ota XP7]JLaTOJv T'ì}r; açLac; TaVT'1}C; ErylCpaT1}r; 
I ,\ ß ' ,\ 
 ' 8 ' 8 \', , 
ryf.V7]Tat, 1] 7TpEU VTEpor; 'ì} otaICovor;, Ka atpELU ro Kat aVTOC; Kat 
r , \' ' 8 " I , t 
o XEtpOT01J'r}Uar;, Kat EICIC07TTEU ro T17C; ICotvrovtar; 'IT"aVTu7TaUtV, OJr; 

 ípwv Ó JLáryoc; à7TÒ ÈJLOV IIÉTpov. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus per pecunias 
hanc obtinuerit dignitatenl, dejiciatur et ipse et ordinator ejus, 
et a conllllunione omnibus modis abscinc1atur, sicut ShIlOH 
magus a Petro. 
'Ve have seen in the COlllnlents upon the canons of tIle 
Synod of Elvira, that this Council in its forty-eighth canon 
forbade an fees for the administration of baptisnl as sinloniacal 
The Council, ho,vever, did not use the ,vord sÍ1nony; but at the 
time ,vhen the thirtieth apostolic canon ,vas fornled, the ,vord 
sÌ1110ny seems to have been used as a technical ternl. This 
observation ,vould go to prove that this apostolic canon has 
a later origin: it is hardly probable, indeed, tI1at in tilnes of 
I S. 
g8 and 405. 
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persecution it should have been atterrlpted to buy bishoprics 
for money. But the Synod of Sardica shows from its second 
canon that it ,vas then a,vare of such cases. Abuses of the 
sanle kind also drew S. Basil's attention.! Drey 2 thinks that 
this thirtieth apostolic canon is only an extract from the second 
canon of the Council of Chalcedon. See the remarks above. 


CAN. 31 (29). 
E " " '" " , 
 , , '" 
t TiS E7TLUK07TOr; KoufLt/cOts apxou(]"{, XP'l}uafLEvor;; v{, aVTWV 
, " , ,,\' e ' e " rf... 
, e ' 
E"jKpaT'1}r; ryEv'l}Tat EKK/\,1JuLar;;, Ka atpEur co Kat a'ropt
EU co, Kat 
f' '" , '" , 
Ot KOtVCOVOVVTEr; aVTcp 7TaVTEr;;. 
Si quis episcopus secularibus potestatibus usus eccresiam 
per ipsos obtineat, deponatur, et segregentur omnes, qui illi 
conlmunicant. 
The object of this canon is to oppose the intervention of 
Christian Emperors in the choice of bishops: it is not pro- 
bable that it was decreed by an ancient council;. rather it 
must have been composed by ,vhoever collected the apostolic 
constitutions and canons. Drey 3 strongly doubts whether 
any ancient council would have dared to offer such explicit 
and declared opposition to the Elllperors. 


CAN. 32 (30). 
E " ß ' cþ ' '" ,
", , 
L Ttc; 7TpEU vTEpor; KaTa pov'l}uar; TOV toWU E7TlUK07TOU xropu:; 
, , B ' '

, ,,.. , 
uvvaryroryr;v Kat VUtaUT'l}ptOV 7T'l}sH, /Lr;OEV KaTEryvcoKwr; TOU E7Tl- 
, " ß ' , 
 I e ' B f' rf... ,"'\ 
UK07TOV EV EVUE EU!' Kat vtKatouvv'!1, Ka alpElU w wr; 't't/\,apxor;;' 
, " f' I 
 , 'f' "\ '''\ " rl 
Tupavvor;;; ryap EUTtV' wuaVTCOr; DE Kat Ot /\,Ot7TOt K/\,'l}ptKOL. Kat oaOt 
Èv aÙTr'j; 7TpouBwvTat'" 0; ÓÈ ÀaïKoì àcþoptsÉuBrouav. TaÛTa ÓÈ 
" ,
, " ,:'\. "'" 
J.LETa ,uav Kat VEVTEpav Kat TplT'l}V 7TapaK/\,'l}utV TOU E7TtUK07TOV 
rytVf.aew. 
Si quis presbyter contemnens episcopum suum seOrSU111 
collegerit et altare aliud erexerit, nihil habens quo reprehendat 
episcopum in causa pietatis et justitiæ, deponatur, quasi prin- 
ci l)atus amator existens, est enim tyrannus; et cæteri clerici, 
quicunlque tali consentiunt, deponantur, laici vero segregentur. 
Hæc autem post unam et secundam et tertianl episcopi ob
 
testationem fieri conveniat. 
It happened, even in the prin1Ítive Church, tllat priest
 
1 Epistola 76. 2 l.c. S. 352 fr. and 411. 3 S. 361. 
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caused schisnls: this ,vas the case, for instancc, in the Nova.. 
tian schism. But as the synods of the fourth century, and 
particularly that of Antioch, held in 341,1 treat of the saIne 
subject as the thirty-second apostolic canon, Drey 2 considers 
that this canon ,,-as formed after the fifth of Antioch. But ,ve 
,vill here once more recall .what ,ve said on the tenth canon. 


CAX. 33 (31). 
E " ß ' " 
 ' ,\, , , , ,1.,. 
t TiS 7TpEU VTEpOC; 1J otaICOVOC; a7TO E7TtUIC07TOV "IEl'1JTat a
O)- 
I " \ 't" , f' I 
 I 8 ',,\ ,,\' .\ , 
ptUfJÆVOC;, TOVTOV JL1] EçEl,Vat ?Tap ETEpOV OEXEU ai., a/\,/\, 1] 7Tapa 
" ',1.,. I , \ , \,' , I "\ ' r 
TOV a
opluaVTOC; aVTOV, Et, JL1] av KaTa UV"IKVptav TE/\,EVT1JU'{J 0 
' cþ ' , \ , I 
a opluac; aVTOV E7TlUK07TOC;. 
Si quis presbyter aut diaconus ab episcopo suo segregetur, 
hunc non licere ab alio recipi, sed ab ipso, qui eunl sequestra- 
ycrat, nisi forsitan obierit episcopus ipse, qui eum segregasse 
cognoscitur. 
'Ve have several times had occasion to renlark that the 
ancient councils gave sinlilar rules to those of the thirty-third 
apostolic canon. Drey believes this canon to be in substance 
of very high antiquity, but in its form taken fronl the sixth 
canon of Antioch. 
CA
. 34 (32). 
M 
I ,.. t' , , " ß ' ,,
 I " 
'1]OEva TWV çEVroV E7TlUK07TWV 1J ?TpEU VTEpWV 1] otaKOVWV aVEV 
" 
I 8 ' , cþ , ,,,, , 
UVUTaTllCWV ?TPOUOEXEU at" Kat, E7Tl EpOJLEVWV aVTWV avalCptvEu- 
e " \ 
 , ", ß ' 
 ' 8 
O)uav' Kat, Et JLEV wut IC1JPVICEC; T1]C; EVUE Etac;, 7TPOUOEXEU O)uav, 
,
, , \ , ,,.., , , I 
Et oE JLr{'/E, T17V xpELav aVTOtc; E7TtXPP1Jryr;uavTEC; EtC; KOWwVlav 
, \, 
't 8 "\ "\'" " 
aVTOVC; JLT} ?TPOUOEç'1]U e 7To/\,/\,a 'Yap <<aTa uvvap7TWY7JV ,,/WETat. 
N ullus episcoporum peregrinorum aut pres byterorum aut 
diaconorum sine commendaticiis recipiatur epistolis; et cum 
scripta detulerint, discutiantur attentius, et ita suscipiantur, 
si prædicatores pietatis exstiterint; sin minus, hæc quæ suut 
necessaria subministrentur eis, et ad comnluniol1ClTI nulla- 
tenus admittantur, quia per subreptionem multa proveniunt. 
The thirteenth canon contains a sÎ1uilar rule. In the primi- 
tive Church, Christians who travelled could not in fact be 
received into a foreiO'n church ,vithout letters of recommen- 
\:) 
dation-litteiis comrnendaticiis. Thus, for instance, about the 
middle of the second century, lVIarcion ,vas no
 received nt 
1 C. 5. 2 S. 257 and 405. 



4,;"2 


APPENDIX. 


I
onle, because lIe had no letters ,vith hÏ1n froln his father the 
Bishop of Sinope. There is also mention of these letters of 
reconlmendation in the twenty-fifth canon of the Synod of 
Elvira, and in the ninth of that of Arle
. According to Drey,1 
this canon in the mqin belongs to the most ancient apostolic 
canons; but according to the same au
hor,2 it nlust have been 
arranged after the Apostolic Constitutions,3 and after the seventh 
anù eighth canons of Antioch. 


CAN. 35 (33). 
T \' If:' " e ,
 , \",,.. 
OU
 E7rLfJ"K07rOVr; EKaUTOV E vovr; EtOEVat XP1J TOV EV aVTOtr; 
,.. , f: ,.. e ' \ f: rf... "\. \ \ Ç::I , 
7rpWTOV, Kat 1J"IEtU at aVTOV wr; KE
a/\'1JV, Kat 1.1/1}UEV Tt, 7rpaTTEtV 
\" ,.." , ,,.. 
 \' , 
7rEpLTTOV aVEV T'J}>; EICEtVOV ryvWI.1/1]r;- EKEtVa oE }Lova 7rpaTTELV 

, f:/,..',.. " ß '''\. "\. \,.. f:' , \ 
EKaUTOV, oua T'{J aVTOV 7rapotlCtCf E7rt a/\,I\.(;t lCat Tat') V7r aVT'1]V 
, , "\. "\. \ 
 \ ,,.. J' ,.., , , 
xwpatr;- a/\,/\,a 1.1/1}OE EKEWOr; aVEV TT}r; 7iaVTWV ryvwl.1/y}r; 7rOlÆlTW Tt,. 

, \ f:' " \ 
 t e ' f: e \ 
 \ K ' 
OVTW 'Yap oJ.1.,ovOta EUTat f;,at oo
ao- 'ì}UETat, 0 ... EO') CJta vpWV 
, f: , II ' 
EV wyup VfVJ.1.,aTt. 
Episcopos gentium singuIarum scire convenit, quis inter eos 
primus habeatur, quem velut caput existiulent, et nihil aJ11- 
plius præter ejus conscientiam gerant quam illa sola singuli, 
quæ parochiæ propriæ et villis, quæ sub ea sunt, conlpetuut. 
Sed nee ille præter omniunl conscientiam faciat aliquid. Sic 
enim unanimitas erit, et glorificabitur Deus per Christunl in 
Spiritu sancto. 
According to Drey's4 researches, this canon is either an 
abridgment of the ninth canon of the Council of Antioch, held 
in 341, .which treats of the same subject, or else this canon 
of Antioch is an anlplification of the apostolic canon. Drey:) 
finally adopts the former opinion. 
CAN. 36 (34). 
' E ' '''\. ,.. "t: ,.. f: ... f:l I 
7rLUIC07rOV }L'1J TO/\,J.1.,av EçW TWV EaVTOV opWV XElpoTovLa
 
,.. e ' \ \ r , ,,.,"" \ I , Ç:: \ 
7fOI,EtU at Hr; Tar; J.1.,1J V7rOlæt/LEvar; aVTlfJ 7rO/\,Etr; Kat xwpar;- Et, CJE 
'''\ e ',. \ \ \,.. , " 
E/\,E'YX EL'1] TOVTO 7rE7rOl77KWr; 'liapa T'1]V TWV KaTEXOVTWV Tar; 'liO- 
"\. " "" I e ' e \', , 
/\'ELr; E/{ÆtVaç; '1] Tar; xwpa') "IVW}L'1]V, Ka atpHU W Kat- aVTOr; Kat 
", , 
our; EXftpOTOV'1]UEV. 
Episcopum non audere extra terminos proprios ordinationes 
fa cere in civitatibus et villis, quæ ipsi nullo jure subjectæ 
1 l.c. S. 257 fr. 2 S. 403 anù 406. 2 CCHstit. Apost. ii. 58. 
4 R :323-331_ [) S. 40G. 
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sunt. Si vero convictus fuerit hoc fecisse præter eorum con- 
scientiam, qui civitates illas et villas detinent, et ipse depo- 
natur, et qui ab eo sunt òrdinati. 
A similar rule was adopted by the Synod of Elvira,! by that 
of Nicæa,2 and by that of Antioch. 3 Drey acknowledges (S. 
271 and 406) that the rule here expressed has been observed 
from the first times of the Church; he also makes no difficulty 
in classing this canon, in the Inain, among the most ancient 
apostolic canons. He thinks, besides, that it ,vas taken from 
the Synod of Antioch held in 341. 


CAN. 37 (35). 
E " e ' , , 'ç:. I \ "\. 
t TI8 XEtpOTOV'Y} ElS e7runC07rOe; J.LT} /CaTaoExoLTO T'Y}V "'ELTOVP- 
"flav /Cat T
V cþpovT{ôa TOV Àaov T
V È'YXEtptaBEl,UaV aVTcp, 
,.. ',k' ,,., ,\ 
't: t' 
TOVTOV a
wptUJ.LEVOV TvryXaVEtv, ewe; av /CaTaOEs'Y}Tat O (i)UaVTW') 
\ ß / ,\ 
 , E '" 
 e ' , " 
/Ca
 7rpEU UTEpoe; 'r} o LaK.OlJOe;. " /Cali J.LT} OEX EL'Y}, ov 7rapa T7JV 
t ,.. , ,"'\"'\ ' " ,.."'\... e ' , , 
eaVTOV ryVWJL'Y}V, al\.l\.a 7ïapa TT}V TOV I\.aov J.LoX 'Y}pLav, aVTO') 
, , / t 
 , "\. .... ... ,"'\ ' ,k 1'.' e ,., 
/lÆVETW elrLUX07TO'), 0 OE /c"'17po') T'Y}e; 7TO/\,EW') a
Opt,:>EU W, OTt 
, "\...., , 
"" 
TOLOVTOV ",aov aVV7TOTaICTOV 7TatoEVTa
 oV/C EryEVOVTO. 
Si quis episcopus non susceperit officium et curam populi 
sibi commissam, hie comnlunione privetur, quoadusque con- 
sentiat obedientiam comnlodans, sinliliter autem et presbyter 
et diaconus. Si vero perrexerit, nee receptus fuerit non pro 
sua sententia, sed pro populi malitia, ipse quidem maneat 
episcopus, clerici vero civitatis communione priventur, eo quod 
eruditores inobedientis populi non fuerint. 
This rule ,vas Inade partly by the Synod of Ancyra 4 and 
partly by that of Antioch. ó Drey 6 holds this canon to be an 
imitation of the two canons of Antioch; but perhaps the con- 
trary is really the truth. See the note on canon 10. 


CAN. 38 (36). 
. A , ... " ,
 ' e .." , 

EVTEpOV TOV E70Ve; UV1JOOOe; ryL1Jf.U (J) TWV f.7TLUK07TWV, /Cat 
, , " , 
, ..., ß ' " 
ava/CptVETwuav aÀÀ1}Àovr;; Ta OO"/JLaTa T'i}') EVUE ELae; /Cat Ta') 
, I' , .,"'\, 
"'\' ,., t: 
EJL7Tt7rTOVUae; EKKÀ7]UtauTtKa') aVTt",orytar;; ota",Vf.TWuav' a7ras 
, ... , t ß 
' 
 ... ... 
, 
, t 
J.Lf.V T'[J TETapTV E oOJ.Laot T'i}e; 7TEVT7]KOUT'i}r;;, OEVTEPOV of. V7rép. 
ßfpETalov DWDEKáTrJ. 
) C. 
O. 2 C. 16. 
" C. IS. 5 C. 17 and 18. 


3 C. 13 anù 22. 
4J l.c. S. 294 and 406 
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Bis in anno episcoporum concilia celel)rentur, ut inter se 
invicem dogmata pietatis explorent, et enlergentes ecclesias- 
ticas contentiones amove ant ; semel quidem quart a septinlana 
pentecostes, secundo vero duodecima die nlensis Hyperberetæi 
(id est juxta Romanos quarto idus Octobris). 
The Synods of Nicæa I and of Antioch 2 also gave rules al10ut 
provincial synods. According to Drey,3 this canon nlust be 
nlore recent than these two Synods, and especially nlust have 
been taken from the canon of Antioch. 


CAN. 39 (37). 
ll ' ..,:'\. ,.. , 
, I , I 
aVTCOV TCOV EICICI\.'Y}ULaUTLICWV 7TparyJ.LaTCOV 0 E7TLUl107Toe; EXETCJJ 
\ A, I
 ,
 I , \ 
 1.:\ ,.. 'A," , 
T'1}V 
pOVTLoa lCat otoLICELTCJJ aVTa, we; ClEOV E
OpWVTOC;' J.L1J 
't: ... 
" "" A, 'Ý, e ' 't'''' ,\ I '
I 
EçEwaL oE aVT
 U
ETEpt':JEU at, Tt Eç aVTWV 'r} UVryryEVEULV LOWL
 
\ ... 1.:\" 'ý, e ' 
 " ..., I t 
Ta TOV ClEOV XapL':JEU at. H OE 7TEV'Y}TEr; EtEV, E7TLXOp'Y}ryEtTW we; 
, '"" À \, cþ / / ,... ' E À I , 
7rEV'Y}ULV, al\. a J1-1J 7rpO aUEt TOVTCOV Ta T1}C; ICIC 'Y}ULac; U7TEJ.L- 
7TOAEíTCJJ. 
Omnium negotiorum ecclesiasticorum curam episcopus ha- 
beat, et ea velut Deo con
elnplante dispenset; nec ei liceat 
ex his aliquid omnino contingere, aut parentibus propriis quæ 
Dei sunt condonare. Quod si pauperes sunt, tanquam pau- 
peribus subnlinistret, nee eorunl occasione Ecclesiæ negotia 
deprædetur. 
This canon and the bvo follo-wing are in a nleasure sin1Ïlar 
to the twenty-fourth and t,venty-fifth canons of Antioch; so 
that Drcy considers thenl nlore recent, and derived froln those 
t\VO canons. But see ,vhat ,vas said about the tenth canon. 


CAN. 40 (38). 
O t ß ' ,
 
 / )/ , .., I 
l 7TpEU VTEpot /CaL ot, OLalCOVOL aVEV r'I/VWJ.L'Y}'; TOV E7TLUIC07TOV 

, , "" I " I' 
 " 
j.L1}OEV E7rLTEI\.ELTCOuav' aVTOC; "lap EUTLV 0 7rE7TLUTEV}lÆVO'; TOV 
"'" " K I "t,,.,,,,..,,,,,,, À I , 
I\.aov TOV vpwv, Ka
 TOV V7TEp TWV Y vXwv aVTWV oryov a7Tat- 
T'Y} e'Y} U Ó J.LEVO e;. 
CAN. - (39). 
" E A, \ \,,
 ..." I '" 
UTCO 
avEpa Ta t,oLa TOU E7TLUIC07TOV 7rparyJ1-aTa, ELryE lCat, 
"
,, 'A," \ r, , t: /', ...,
 , 
LOLa EXEL, Kat, 
aVEpa Ta ICvpLalCa, Lva EçúVULav EX?) TWV t,OLWV 
TEAEVTWV Ó J7rlUIC07rOe;, olc; ßoVÀETat, Kal we; ßOVÀETaL lCaTaÀEî'taL, 
" cþ / ..., À ... / 
 / 
Kat., J1-1J 7rpO aUEL TWV EICIC 'T}ULaUTLICWV 7rparyfLaTcov OLa7TL7ïTEtV 
1 C. 5. 2 C. 20. 3 S. 334 anù 406. 
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, ..., , , 0 ' 
, ... ,...
 , 
 
Ta TCJV E7rtU/C07rOV, EU OTE ryvvatlca Kat 7raLoae; ICEICT'f}fLEVOV i} 
... ,\ ,,
, ,,.. , e "" " 0 ' 
uvryryEVELe; 'l] OLICETae;' OLKawv ryap TOVTO 7rapa ... Ef? KaL av pw- 
\ , " E "'\ , 1-;' 't , , , ... 
7rOLe; TO fL1]TE T'1}V KK/\''f}UWV ':J'f}jualJ TLva V7rOPÆVELV aryllOL,! TúJV 
,.." I I'" ,\",.. 
TOV E7rlUK07rOV 7rpa'YfLaTúJV, fL7JTE TOll E7rLUK07rOll 'l] Tove; aVTOV 
UlJryrYEvE'ie; WpocþáUEt T1}e; , EKKÀ.'Y}ulae; 7r'Y}fLaívEuOaL, Ij Kaì EÌe; 
, " " ,.. 
 cþ ' \ \ ,,.. 
7rp a 'YfL aTa EfL7rI.77'TEV TOVe; aVTf? oLa EpOVTae;, /CaL TOV aVTOV 
OúvaTOV ðvucþ'f}fLtaLe; wEptßáÀ.À.EaBaL. 
Presbyteri et diaconi præter episeopum nihil agere perten- 
tent, nanl Domini populus ipsi commissus est, et pro animabus 
eorum hie redditurus est ration em. Sint auteln manifestæ 
res propriæ episeopi (si tamen habet proprias) et manifestæ 
don1Ïnicæ, ut potestatem habeat de propriis moriens episcopus, 
sieut voluerit et qui bus voluerit relinquere, nee sub occasione 
eeelesiastiearum rerunl, quæ episcopi sunt, intercidant, fortassis 
enim aut uxorem habet, aut filios aut propinquos aut servos. 
Et justunl est hoc apud Deum et homines, ut nee Ecclesia 
detrimentum patiatur ignoratione rerum pontifieis, nee epis- 
copus vel ejus propinqui sub obtentu Ecclesiæ proseribantur, 
et in causas incidant qui ad eum pertinent, nlorsque ejus 
injuriis nlülæ famæ subjaceat. 
See our remarks on the thirty-ninth canoa. 


CAN. 41 (40). 
n ' , , , t ,,, ...... ' E "'\ , 
pO(J'TaTTofLEv E7rLUK07rOV EçOVULav EXELV TúJlI TI}e; KKI\.'1}ULac; 
, ", , ... , 0 ' ""I" ,,.. 
wparyfLaTúJV. H ryap Tae; TLfLLae; TúJV av púJ7rúJV 'l'vxae; aVTf? 
, "'\"'\ ,.. ,\ """'\ "'\ 
 , " "" ,""'\ 
WLUTEVTEOV, 7rOI\.'\-f? av j.La/\,/\,ov oEm, E7rt TúJV XP7Jj.LaT(J)V EVTE/\,- 
"'\ O 
' ", ""'t ' , 
 ... 0 ' 
/\,EU at, úJUTE /CaTa T1]V aVTOV Eç; OVULav waVTa OLOLKEL(J' aI" /Cat 
,.. 
 , 
''''' ß ' ,
, , 
TOLe; OEO/1ÆVOLe; OLa TúJV 'JTpEU VTEpWV Kat oLalCOVCiJV E7rLXCiJP7J- 
"" 0 ' cþ ' ß ,.. e ,.. " ,"'\ ß ' "'\ 
ryELU at j.LETa 0 OV TOV ... EOV Kat waû'f}e; EVl\.a fLae;' pÆTa,\-afL- 
ß ' 
\ , " ... 
, ( "
' ) '" I 
aVELV OE KaL aVTOV TúJV OEOVTCiJV ELryE OEOLTO ELe; Tae; avaryKaLae; 
,,.. I ,,.., t ' , 
 "'\ cþ '" 
 ,
 , 
aVTíp xpetae; Kat, TCiJV E7TLç; EVOVfLEVCiJV aoE,\- úJV, we; KaTa j1-7JOEva 
, " t "" 0 t" ,.. e ,.. 
 't 
7p07rOV aVTOVe; VUTEpELU aLe 0 ryap vOfLoe; TOV ... EOV OLETaç;aTO, 
'''' 0 ' 
 ,.. , ,.. 0 " 
TOVe; Tlf} UULaUT'f}pL9} V7r'Y}pETOVVTar.; E/C TOU UULaUT'1}pWV TpE- 
cþ 0 " , 
 , ,.., ,
 , ' cþ , 
'"'\ 
EU at" E7rEL7TEp OUOE UTpaTLwTat WOTE LOWLe; 0 lliVLOLe; 07T/\,a 
, " cþ ' 
/CaTa WOÀEfLLCiJV E7rL EpovTat. 
Præeipinlus, ut in potestate sua episcopus Ecelesiæ res 
habeat. Si enim animæ hominum pretiosæ illi sunt ereditæ, 
!nulto magis oportet eum curam peeuniarum gerere, ita ut 
potestate ejus indigentibus onlnia dispensentur per pre shy- 
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teros et diaconos, et cum timore o111nique sollicituàine mlnl- 
strentur, ex his autem quibus indiget, si tamen indiget, ad suas 
necessitates et ad peregrinorum fratrum usus et ipse percipiat, 
ut nihil omnino possit ei deesse. Lex enim Dei præcipit, ut 
qui altari deserviullt, de altari pascantur; quia nee lniles sti- 
pendiis propriis contra hostes arma sustulit. 
See our remarks on the thirty-ninth canon. 
CAN. 42 (41). 
' E ' 
, ß I 
 
 I " (.:) "'\ / 
 \ 
7rlUIC07rOr; 'Y) '1T"pEU V'TEpOr; 'l} O
UICOVOr; KVj.JOl8 uxo/\,u':J(i)V lCatJ 
' e '\ I e .\ B ' e 
JLE alS 'l} 7ruvauu w 1] lCa atpeLu w. 
Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus aleæ atque ebrietati 
deserviens, aut desinat, aut certe damnetur. 
The Council of Elvira, in its seventy-ninth canon, has a 
similar prohibition of the game of thimbles. As to the diffe- 
rent kinds of usury of vvhich the forty-fourth apostolic canon 
speaks, they ,vere all prohibited by the twentieth canon of 
Elvira, the twelfth of ArIes, and the seventeenth of Nicæa. 
This and the two following canons should be included in the 
number of the most ancient so-called apostolic canons. Their 
origin is unknown.! 


CAN. 43 (42). 
('f\"I t' I ,\ ..r" ' i\, ." , , ,., ... " 
.L 7rootaKOVOr;; 'l] 'f' U 'T1]r; 1] avaryIJWU'T'f}ç 'Ta o/Lota 7rOlWV 1] '1T"av- 
I B '" cþ 
, B t I \ t i\, " ., 
uau W 'l) a Opt':JEU W, (i)uaV'TWr; Kat 01, atICOL. 
Subdiaconus, lector aut cantor similia faciens, aut desinat, 
aut communione privetur. Similiter etiam laicus. 
Compare the remarks on the forty-second canon. 


CAN. 44 (43). 
' E ' " ß ' '1 
 I , , ... , 
i 7rLUK07rOr;; 'l) 7TpEU UTEpor;; '1] otaKoVOr;; 'TOKOVr;; U7ratTwv 'Tove; 

 
, '1 , B '1 B ' e 
oaVEL':JO/LEvour;; 1] 7Tavuau W 1] lCa atpELU W. 
Episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus usuras a de bitoribus 
exigens, aut desinat, aut certe damnetur. 
Compare the remarks on the forty-second canon. 
CAN. 45 (44). 
' E ' .\ ß I '1 t' It... t: ' 
7rLUK07T'Or;; '1] 7TpEU UTEpor;; '1] OLaKOVOr;; atpETtKoLr;; UUVEuc;a- 
, , A, 
, B ' 
 \ \', ..r" ,,.. t "'\ 
p,EVOe; J1-0VOV, a
opL':JEU CO' et OE Kat ETrE'TpE'f' EV aU'TOtr;; we; 1(,/\,7JPL- 
fCoîr;; ÈVEpry
ual 'Tt, KaBatpE{uBw. 
1 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 244 f. 
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EpisêOPUS, presbyter et diaconus, qui cum hæreticis oraverit 
tantummodo, communi one privetur; si vero tanquanl clericus 
hortatus eos fuerit agere vel orare, damnetur. 
This canon is merely an application to a particular case of 
general rules given by the apostles, and this application must 
have been made from the first centuries: therefore this canon 
must in its substance be very ancient.! Yet D rey 2 believes 
that it. ,vas derived from the ninth, thirty-third, and thirty- 
fourth canons of the Council of Laodicea. 


CAN. 46 (45). 
' E ' ,\ ß ' r '" 
 f:' ß ' 4\ 
7rUJ'K07rOV 1] 7rpEU VTEpOV alpETtKúJV VEçaf1ÆVOV a7rTtUfla 1] 
Bvulav Ka8atpeîuBat 7rpOUTáTTOflEV' TIc; ryàp UVfuþwV'1]UtC; TOJ 
X '" , ' B ,,\I,,\ 
\ I \ ,.. \' I 
ptUTOV 7rpOC; TOV El\.lal\.;?] TLe; ,..u:PL-; 7TlUTOV jLETa a7TtuTOV ; 
Episcopum aut presbyterum hæreticorum suscipientenl bap- 
tisnla damnari præcipimus. Quæ enim conventio Christi ad 
Belial, aut quæ pars fideli cum infideli ? 
Drey holds this canon and the one follüwing to be very 
ancient. 3 Döllinger, on the contrary, as we have said,4 con- 
siders it to be nlore recent. This opinion had before been 
enunciated by Peter de l\Iarca, ,vho argued justly, that if this 
canon had been in existence at the period of the discussion 
upon baptism administered by heretics, that is, about the year 
255, S. Cyprian and Firn1Ìlian ,vould not have failed to quote 
it. 5 This canon and the follo,ving are taken from the Apos- 
tolic Constitutions. 6 
CAN. 47 (46). 
' E I ,\ ß ' , , '''\ ' 8 )1 ß / 
7rLUK07fOe; 1] 7rpEU VTEpOC; TOV KUT al\.'l} ELav EXOVTa a7T- 
" " 8 ß ' ,\, "\ I '''' 
TtUjLa Eav avCJJ EV a7TTLU'[l, '1J TOV f1ÆflOI\.VUjLEVOV 7rapa TúJV 
, ß '" " ' ß ' B I B r "\ "" , 
acrE úJV Eav jL1] a7TTLU'[l, Ka atpElU CJJ, we; ryEl\.úJV TOV UTavpov 
,\ '" } 7 ' 8 ' "
, r, "''''I' 
Kat TOV TOU }"VpWV avaTOV Kat jL1J vtalCpwCJJv LEpEae; TúJV or EV- 
OtEpÉúJV. 
Episcopus aut presbyter, si eum qui secundum veritatem 
habuerit baptisnla, denuo baptizaverit, aut si pollutum ab 
ÏInpiis non baptizaverit, deponatur tanquam deridens CrUCCllJ 


1 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 253. 2 S. 410. 
3 t. c. S. 260 f. 4 
 6. 
15 M:arca, de Concord. 8acerd. et imperii, lib. iii. c. 2, 
 2-5. 
6 vi. 15. 
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at mortem Domini, nee sacerdotes a falsis sacerdotibus jure 
discernens. 
See the remarks on the preceding canon. 


CAN. 48 (47). 
E " "\..., \ f ... ... , ß '''\. "\. f:, "\. ' ß '" 
t TiS ",atKoc; T7JV EaVTOV 'Yvvauca EK a",,,,CiJV ETEpav ",a V '1J 
wap' åÀÀov ù:;rOÀEÀV/LÉV7jV, àcþopd;ÉaBCiJ. 
Si quis laicus uxorem propriam pellens, alteram vel ab alio 
dinlissam duxerit, communione privetur. 
The same rule was given by the eighth and tenth canons 
of Elvira, and by the tenth of ArIes. Dreyl reckons this 
canon among the nlost ancient. Its source is unkno\vn. 


CAN. 49 (48). 
E " " ,\ ß / ,\... K ./ 
, 
l, TiS E7rUYK07TOr; 'l] '7TpEU VTEpOr; lCaTa T7JV TOV vpWV Ola- 
f: \ ß I , II , , T f:\ \ 
I II ... ." 
rraçlV /L1J a7TTtU'[J Hr; aTEpa <<al, WV Kat a'YLOV vEvILa, aÀÀ 
Eir; TpEîr; àvápxovr; .q TpEîr; vto;;r; iì TPEîc; 'IT'apaICÀ
TovC;, KaBat- 
petuBCiJ. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter juxta præceptum Donlini 
non baptizaverit in nOllline Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti, 
sed in tribus sine initio principüs, aut in tribus filiis, aut in 
tribus paracletis, abjiciatur. 
This canon must be reckoned among the most ancient 
canons, and is taken from the Apostolic Constitu-tions. 2 


CAN. 50 (49). 
E " " ,\ ß / " ß ' ... 
t TIC; E7rtGK07TOC; 1] 'Ti"pEU VTEpor; /L1} Tpta a7TTIU/LaTa /LIar; 
, , , ,"\. "\. , rl ß ' " B / ... 
/Lv1JUEwr; E7TITEÀEU?J, a",,,, EV a7TTIU/La He; TOV avaTOV TOV 
K ' 

, 8 , B " " f: K ' E " 
vpwv OIOO/LEVOV, Ka aipElU ro' ov "lap H'lT'EV 0 VpIor;;' tC; TOV 
BávaTov /LOV ßa7rT{uaTE, åÀÀà. IIopEv8ÉvTEc; /LaB7]TEÚUaTE 'IT'áVTa 
''' 8 ß '
 "" " ... II \ ,,.. 
Ta E V7J, a'lT'Tt':JOVTEr; aVTOV') EIe; TO ovop.,a TOV aTpor; Kat TOV 
T LOU lCaì TOU árylov IIvÉú/LaTor;. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter non trinam lnersionem 
unius mysterii celebret, sed semel mergat in baptismate, quod 
dari videtur in Domini morte, deponatur. Non enim dixit 
nobis Donlinus: In morte mea baptizate; sed: Euntes docete 
Offines gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Filii et 
Spiritus sancti. 


1 S. 251. 
I vi. 11, 26. Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 262 and 404. 
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This canon is :1111ong the nlost recent of the collection.! 
It is not kno,vn frOIl1 ,vhat source it ,vas derived. 
Here the Latin translation made by Dionysius the Less 
ends. From the fifty-first canon ,ve give the translation by 
Cotelerius. 
CAN. 51 (50). 
E " " ,\ ß ' ,\ 
 , ,\ 
'''\ ... 
t TL
 Er;;urKor;;oc; 1] r;;pEU VTEpOC; 'l} otaKovo
 'l} O^CO
 TOU 
" ,.. 
 ,.. / \,.. \" ,
, 
KflTa^oryou TOU LEpaTtKOU ryafLcov Kat KpEWV Ka
 OtVOU OU ot, 
" ',,' 
 , ß 
 "\ ' " ,"'\ e ' 
, / 
aaïC7]Ut,V a^^a ota Of^upLav a7rEXETat, E7rt/\'a O/JÆVOC; OTt 7raVTa 
"\ , À ' ,
", \ e "'"'\ " t e ' , " e 
Ka^a Lav, Kat OTt, apUEV Kat, 'ì}/\'V E7rOL7]UEV 0 ... EO
 TOV av pC07rOV, 
LÌÀÀà ßÀaUcþ7]fLWV ðtaßáÀ.ÀH T
V D7]fLLovprylav, 
 ðWpeOvuew 
 
e ' e \" ' E "'\ ' , ß "'\ "\' e 
 / \ 
Ka atpHu co Kat, T1J
 KK/\'7]ULa
 a7rO a/\,^EU co' wuaUTCO
 Kali 
ÀaïKór;. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, aut omnino 
ex nunlero clericoruln, a nuptiis et carne et vino non propter 
exercitationeln, verunl propter detestationem abstinuerit, obli- 
tus quod onlnia sunt valde bona, et quod masculum et femi- 
nam Deus fecit hon1Ïnem, sed blasphenlans accusaverit crea- 
tionem, vel corrigatur, vel deponatur, atque ex Ecclesia 
ejiciatur. Itidem et laicus. 
This canon is evidently directed against the Gnostics and 
1\Ianichæans, ,vho, in accordance ,vith their dualistic theory, 
declare matter to be satanic. Therefore it nlay be said to be 
very ancient, that is, from the second or third century: it is 
very sinlilar to the ordinances in the Apostolic Constitutions. 2 


CAN. 52 (51). 
E " " ,\ ß ' \, , rJ... ' \ 
(, TtC; (7rLUK07fOC; 'l} 7TpEU VTEpOC; TOV E7TtUTpE
OVTa a7rO 

 , , 
 ' , À " ß '"'\ , e ' e 
, 
aJ1.apTLW;; ou 7TPOUOEXETat, aÀ a7TO a^^ETaL, Ka aLpELU W, OTt 
À ,.. x \ \ " X " ",..,\t\ 
U7fH ptUTOV TOV Et7fOVTa' apa ryLVETat EV ovpavp E7TL (VI, 
áfLapTcoÀrjJ fLETavooûvTL. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter eum, qui se convertit a 
peccato, non receperit sed ejecerit, deponatur, quia contristat 
Christum dicentem: Gaudium oritur in cælo super uno pec- 
cat ore pænitentiam agente. 
This canon in substance belongs to a period before the end 
of the third century, and is directed against the seyerity of 
I cr. Drey, l. c. S. 361 if. 
I Constit. Apostol. 1. vi. c. 8, 10, 26. Of. Drey, l.c. S. 281 anù 404. 
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the l\fontanists and Novatians. It IS taken from the Apm;. 
tol ic C onstitutions. 1 


CAN. 53 (,"12). 
E " " " ß ' " f:;:- , ,... f , 
1 t, Ttr; E7rUJïC07TOr; 1] 7rpEU UTEpor; 1] otaKovor; EV TalS 7jf1ÆpalS 
TWV ÉOpTWV OÙ f1ÆTaÀafLßúvEt KpEWV K'aì oïvov, ßDEÀUUUÓf1ÆVor; 
, , f:;:-' " e ' e t " 'f:;:- , 
Kat, OU ()(, aUK7jULV, Ka aLpEt,U {ð (Or; KÆKaUT7]ptaUfJ.Ævor; T'l}V LOLav 
If:;:- '" f:;:- '",\ "'\ À ... , 
UVVEL07]ULV, Kat, at,TWr; uJ(,avoa",ou 7iO", 01." ryLvofLEvor;. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut c1iaconus in diebus festis 
non sumit carnem aut vinum, deponatur, ut qui cauteriatam 
habet suam conscientiam, mlùtisque sit causa scandali. 
This canon, like the fifty-first, is aimed against the Gnostic 
and Manichæan errors, and probably is of the same antiquity. 
It ,vas also taken from the Apostolic Oonstit
ttions.2 


CAN. 54 (53). 
E " "'\ " À ' cþ e " e ' , '" 
, e 
t, TlS K"'7jptKor; EV Ka7r'Y} ELCf:> copa EL'l} EU ('úJV, a't'opL
EU ú}, 
'l: ..., f:;:-" tf:;:-'" f:;:-, , , , 
7rapEç TOU EV 7iaVOoXE{,(f} EV OO
 ot avæYK'l}V KaTaÀuuaVTOC;. 
Si quis clericus in caupona comedens deprehensus fuerit, 
segregetur, præterquam si ex necessitate de via divert at ad 
hospitium. 
This canon is very ancient, and of unknown origin. s 


CAN. 55 (54). 
E " "'\ 'fJ:)'
 ' " e ' e " A 
-{ 
 Ttr; K"'7JptKor; VfJPt
Et TOV E7iLGK07iOV, Ka atpElu W' p- 
XovTa rydp TOÛ À.aoû uov aUK lpEîr; KaKWC;. 
Si quis clericus episcopum contulnelia affecerit injuste, de- 
ponatur; ait enim Scriptura: Principi populi tui non male- 
dices. 
Drey supposes 4 that this canon and the one follo,ving are 
not ancient: 1st, because in the primitive Church the clergy 
would not have behaved so outrageously against a bishop; 
and 2d, because the lo,yer clergy, whom the fifty-sixth canon 
mentions, ,vere not kno,vn in the primitive Church,-bishops, 
priests, and deacons not being distinguished. The source of 
the canon is unknown. 


1 Oonstit. Apostol. 2, 12 fr. Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 277 and 404. 
20 ons tit. .Apostol. v. 20. Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 285 and 404. 
8 Cf. Drey, S. 245. 
4 S. 299. 
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CAN. 56 (55). 
E " :'\ '
 ß '
 ß ' 
 
 , ' cþ 
' e 
(, TL
 K/\,7]ptKOC; v pL':,H 7rpEU VTEpOV 1] otaKOVOV, a Opt':,EU (J). 
Si quis clericus presbyterum vel diaconunl injuria affecerit, 
segregetur. 
See the remarks on the preceding canon. 


CAN. 57 (56). 
E " [ :'\ ' ] :'\' 
 cþ '" cþ :'\ , 
, , ß ' 
t TI8 K/\,7]pucor; 'X(J)/\,(JJv 1] K(J) ov 'fJ TV i\,OV '1J Tar; aUEtc; 
'1rE7rÀ7]'YJLÉvov XÀEvásEt, àcþOPLSÉuBO)' wuaVT(J)C; Ka
 ÀaïKór;. 
Si quis clericns mutilatum, vel surdum aut mutum, vel 
cæcum aut pedibus debilem irriserit, segregetur. Item et 
laicus. 
The coarseness alluded to in this canon, as also in the 
fifty-fifth, proves that it ,vas formed at a recent period.! 


CAN. 58 (57). 
, E7r[u/co7rOC; .q 7rPEUßÚTEPOC; tLJLEÀÚJV TOÛ KÀT]pOV .q TOÛ Àaov 
" 
 , " , " ß ' cþ 
' e ' , 
Kat JL7} 7ratoEV(J)V aVTOVC; 71JV EVUE Hav, a Opt';JEU 0), E7rt/1ÆV(J)V 

, ... f e I e I e 
OE T?J pa VJLLf! Ka atpELU (J). 
Episcopus aut pres byter clerum vel populum negligens, 
nee eos docens pietatem, segregetur; si autem in socordia per- 
severet, deponatur. 
This canon seems to have been formed towards the middle 
of the fourth century, at a time when the clergy, and espe- 
cially the bishops, often left their churches, and betook them- 
selves frequently to the city where the Emperor resided. 2 


CAN. 59 (58). 
E " " " ß ' I ..:'\... ,
 .. 
t TIS E7rtU/C07iOC; '1J 7rpEU VTEpOC; TtVOC; T()JV /C/\,7]ptKWV EVOEOVC; 
" , , ... ,
 ' , cþ 
, e ' , 
 , e 
OVTOC; JL'fJ E7rtXOP7]'YH Ta OEOVTa, a Opt':JEU 0)" E7itjLEV(J)V oE Ka at- 
I e f cþ ' " 
 :'\ cþ ' , ... 
pEtU 0), roc; OVEvuac; TOV aOE/\, ov aVTOV. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter, cum aliquis clericorum 
inopia laborat, ei non suppeditet necessaria, segregetur; quod 
si perseveret, deponatur, ut occidens fratrem suum. 
We may repéat here what ,vas said about the canons 39-41, 
to which the present canon is related. D rey 3 considers it to 
be more recent than the some.what similar twenty-fifth canon 
of the Synod of Antioch of the year 341. 
1 Drey, l.c. S. 300. 2 Drey, l.c. S. 300 ff. 3 S. 302 fl. 
2H 



482 


APPENDIX. 


CAN. 60 (59). 
Et TIS Tà V'EVDeIrt"lpacþa TiJV àUEßiJV ßtßÀia W
 å"lta È7r
 
... ' E "" ' 
 " , "" ' ",""...,..."" ' 
717' KK/\,7]Ulae; 07]fLOUIÆUEt E7Tt ,\.VfL'{J TOV /\'aou Kat TOV K/\'1JPOV, 
KaÐatpE{uÐw. 
Si quis falso inscriptos impiorum libros, tanquam sacros in 
Ecclesia divulgarit, ad perniciem populi et cIeri, deponatur. 
This canon belongs in substance to the second century of 
the Christian era. It bears a certain similarity to the Apos- 
tolic Oonstituiions;1 but, "according to Drey,2 it must have 
been composed much later, as he concludes from the expres- 
sions "to spread in the Church," and " people and clergy," "\v hich 
entered into ecclesiastical language at a later period. 
CAN. 61 (60). 
E " " , ... ", , 
 
t TiS KaT7]"I 0 pla ryEV7]Tat /laTa 7TtUTOV 7fopVElae; 'lJ fLOLXElac; 'lJ 
èIÀÀ7]
 TlVÒC; å7f1J"IOpEVfLÉV'T}e; 7T"páEEWC; /Cat EÀE"IXÐE{7], Ele; /CÀiJpov 
\ , , Ð 
j1/r} aryE U w. 
Si qua fiat accusatio contra fidelem, fornicationis vel adul- 
terii, vel alterius cujusdam facti prohibiti, et convictus fuerit, 
is non provehatur ad clerunl. 
This canon belongs to the third century.3 A similar rule 
was made in the thirtieth and seventy-sixth canons of Elvira, 
in the ninth of N eocæsarea, and in the ninth and tenth of 
Nicæa. The source of this canon is unknown. 


CAN. 62 (61). 
E " "" \ 
' cþ ' ß ' Ð ' ' 1 
, ,\ r / Ei\ "" 
t Ttr; /C/\,7]ptKoe; ota 0 ov av pW7TtVoV ouoawv 'lJ/\''T}voe; 
" r ..." , \" X "" ß i\ "'" Ð ' 
'T} alpETtKou apV1}U7]Tat, Et fLEV ovofLa ptUTOV, a7TO a/\,EU W, Et 

, , ,,, ..."" ... Ð ' Ð ,
, f' 
OE Kat TO ovofLa TOU K/\'7]ptKOV, /Ca atPElU w' fLETaVO'YJuae; oE we; 
Àa"iKòe; 8EXÐ
TW. 
Si quis clericus propter metum humanum Judæi vel gen- 
tilis vel hæretici negaverit, siquidem nomen Christi, segre- 
getur; si vero nomen clerici, deponatur; si autem pæniten- 
tiam egerit, ut laicus recipiatur. 
D rey 4 thinks that the persecutions of the Christians at the 
commencement of the fourth century, under the Enlperors 
Diocletian, Galerius, l\Iaximin, and Licinius, gave occasion for 
this canon, \vhich is from an unkl1o,vn source. 


1 vi. 16. 
3 Cf. Drey, l. c. S. 243. 


2 l. c. S. 281. 
4 l.c. S. 316. 
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CA
. 63 (62)'. 
E " " 
 ß ' " 
 , ,\ f",,\ "" 
I- TtÇ; E7TLO"K07T'OÇ; 1] 7T"pEU 1JTEpO') 1] otaKovoç; 1] Ol\.(.()') TOU KaTa- 
ÀÓryou TOÛ iEpaTLlCoû cþá'YV <<pÉa Èv aLjLaTt Ý'vX
ç; aùroû 
 B1}ptá- 
ÀOJTOV /j Bvr;utjLaîov, <<a8aLpE{aBw' TOÛTQ "Iàp Ó VÓjLo') å7T'Eî7T'EV. 
El úÈ À.aïlCò>; Err;, àcþopt
É0"8w. 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus, aut omnino 
ex catalogo clericorum, manducaverit carnem in sanguine 
allimæ ejus, vel captum a bestia, vel morticinium, deponatur; 
id enim lex quoque interdixit. Quod si laicus sit, segregetur. 
This canon must be classed among the most ancient of the 
collection. 1 
CAN. 64 (63). 
E " , ""\. .., ""\ 8 ' , ' 1 
, " 
t Tt>; ICÀ1}ptICO>; 'YJ ",atICO>; HO"E/\' V HÇ; O"uvarywry1]v ovoaw)v 'l] 
atpETtlCwV (J"vIJEvga0"8at, <<a8atpEíaBro <<aì àcþopl-
Éu8w. 
Si quis clericus vellaicus ingressus fuerit synagogam Judæ- 
orum vel hæreticorum ad orandum, ille deponatur, hie segre- 
getur. 
The same remark applies to this as to the sixty-third canon. 
This canon was formed from the Apostolic Oonstitulions. 2 


CAN. 65 (64). 
E " "\ ,
, \ , ",... 
, 
t TtÇ; KI\'1}ptKO>; EV jLaXTJ Ttva <<povua>; <<ail a7rO TOU EVOÇ; 
, , , 8 ' 8 
\, , ,... 
ICpovujLaTo>; a7T"O/(,TEWEt, lCa atpEtO" Cd ()ta T1}V 7T"p07T'ETEtaV aUTOV' 
, 
'''\ .., " ' cþ 
' 8 
Et ()E ",atKOç; EI-1), a Opt
EO" w. 
Si quis clericus in contentione aliquem ferierit, atque ex 
ictu occiderit, deponatur ob suam præcipitantiam; laicus vero 
segregetur. 
It ,vas not thought necessary to make such a la,v as this 
during the ancient Church: it was only subsequently, in the 
midst of the contentions excited by Arianism, that it became 
indispensable that such acts of brutality should be condemned. 
The origin of this canon is unknown, 3 We must remark, 
further, that according to the order followed in the apostolic 
canons, where they are placed after the Apostolic Constitutions 
(as in Cotelerius, Galland, Drey), the present canon follows the 
si..
ty-sixth, so that they change places. We prefer to follo,v 


1 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 249. 
2 Constit. .Apostol. ii. 61. cr. Drey, l.c. S. 254 anll 404. 
3 See above, C. 28; and Drey, l.c. S. 341 ff. 
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the order which is observed in the ancient collections of canons 
and of councils. 


CAN. 66 (65). 
E " 
 ' 
 B ^' ,
 , , 
, 
t Tt
 ICI\/r}ptKo
 EUpE '[J 71}V KUptaK1}V 1}J1Æpav J)1}UTEUWV '1} TO 
, (:){:) 
 ' ^ 
" B ' B ' 
, .., 
(J'af-Jf-JaTOV 7r/\'1]V TOV EVO
 J1-0VOU, Ka atpEtU W' Et Of. Àau{.o,;, 
à
Opt'ÉuBw. 
Si quis clericus inventus fuerit die dominica vel sabbato, 
præter unUID solum, jejunans, deponatur; si fuerit laicus, 
segregetur. 
In some countries-for instance in Rome, and also in Spain- 
Satill'day was a fast-day; but in other countries this fast ,vas 
not observed, 1 and this difference is very ancient. The custom 
of fasting on Sunday is to be met with only among those 
sects 'who professed a sort of Gnostic dualism,-for instance, 
the Marcionites. It may therefore be said that this canon 
belongs to the most ancient of the collection, and that it is 
formed from the Apostolic Constitutions. 2 
CAN. 67 (66). 
Er Tt
 7rapBÉvov åJLmlUTfUTOV ßlaua}1ÆVo
 lXEt, àcþoplsÉuBw' 
, , t: ... 
"... 
, 
 ß F '"'\ "'\", 
, 
 , 
J1-1} Ec;ElVat OE aUTp ETEpav ^ajL aVElV a/\"" EKftV'Y)V, 1}V VpETtUaTO, 

 , , 
lCav 7rfVtxpa Turyxav'[J. 
Si q uis virginem non desponsataln vi illata teneat, segre- 
getur, nee aliam ducat, sed hanc, quam sic elegit, retineat, 
etiamsi paupercula fuerit. 
The eleventh canon of Ancyra had before condemned the 
rape of girls, but it concerned only those girls who ,vere be- 
trothed, as also did S. Basil the Great, in the twenty-second 
chapter of his second canonical letter to Amphilochius. 3 As, in 
point of severity, this canon holds the middle course between 
the ancient ordinances of Ancyra "and of S. Basil, and the 
more recent rules of the Council of Chalcedon,4 Drey con- 
cludes 5 that its origin must be referred to the period between 
these Councils of Ancyra and Chalcedon, and it must there- 
fore be considered as among the most recent of the collection. 


1 See above, the explanation of the canons of the Synod of Elvira; and Drey, 
1. c. S. 285. 
2 v. 20. cr. Drey, l.c. S. 283 if. and 404, wllcre it is numbered 65. 
3 Opp. iii. 293, ed. Belleù. .4 C. 27. . 5 l.c. S. 349. 
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He goes so far as to think 1 that ,ve should not be \vrong in 
regarding it as an imitation of the t,venty-second canon of 
Chalcedon. 
CAN. 68 (67). 
E " " 
 ß ' ,\ 
 , 
, 
I, TIS errunC07T'or:; 1] 7rpEU UTEpOr:; 1] OlaKovor:; oEUTEpalJ 'XHpO- 
, 
't: ' e ' 0 \,' \ 
 
TOVLav OEçETat 7rapa Tf.VOr:;, Ka alpEtU co Ka
 aUTor:; Kat 0 'XHpO- 
, "", , It' ,It ..." \ 
TOV1]uar:;, H JL1]ryE apa UUUTat1}, OTt 7rapa alpETtKWlJ eXEt T1]V 
, \ \ \... , ß 0 ' " 
XHpOTOVlav' TOur:; "lap 7T'apa TWlJ TOWUTCOV a7T'Ttu EVTar:; '1J ')(,Etpo- 
0 ' " ", 
 \ l' 
 , 
TOV?') EVTar:; OVTE 7T'UJ'TOUr:; OUTE K"'1}pt/(,Our:; HVat OUVaTOlJ. 
Si q uis episcopus vel presbyter aut diaconus secundam 
ordinationem acceperit ab aliquo, deponatur et ipse, et qui 
eum ordinavit, nisi ostendat ab hæreticis ordillationem se 
habere; a talibus enim baptizati et orclinati neque fideles 
neq ue clerici esse possunt. 
The same remark applies to this as to the forty-sixth 
canon. 2 Its origin is not kno'wn. 


CAN. 69 (6S}. 
E " " 
 ß ' ,\ 
 , ,\, , .,. 
I, Ttr:; E7T'tUIC07T'Or:; 'YJ 7rpEU UTEpOr:; 1] otalCovor:; 1] avaryv(J) UT 7Jr; 1] 
,,'1'1 " \ 
, \... , ,\ ,
,\ 
'f a"'T?'}
 7?'}V aryLav TEuuapalCoUTr;V TOU 7T' au x a 1] TETpaoa 17 
" , e ' B ' , , \
" 0 ' 
7rapauKEU1}V OU V'1}UTEUOt, Ka atpELu 00, E/(,TOr:; Et jL1] 0(, au EVEtaV 
\ , 
 ,
 ' 
" .. \ " ' cþ ý.' e 
(J"OOjLaTt/(,1]V EjL7T'OOL
OLTO' Et- OE ",aucor:; EI,1), a Opt
Eu Ct). 
Si quis episcopus aut presbyter aut diaconus aut lector aut 
cantor sanctam Quadragesimam non jejunat, aut quartam sex- 
tamque feriam, deponatur, nisi infirlnitate corporis impediatur; 
laicus vero segregetur. 
The custon1 of fasting before Easter, during Lent, is very 
ancient. S. Irenæus even believes that it proceeded from the 
apostles. Therefore Drey considers this canon to be one of 
the most ancient, and that it may be traced back to about the 
third century.3 In another passage,4 Drey gives it as his 
opinion that this canon and the one follnwing ,vere taken 
froln the spurious Epistle of S. Ignatius to the Philippians. 5 


CAN. 70 (69). 
E " ." ,\ ß ' ,\ 
 , ,\ f'/, " 
Ii Ttr:; E7rlUK07rOr:; 1] 7rpEU U'TEpOr:; '1] otaK01JOç; '1J Ol\.oor:; TOU 
,... ... , ,... ' 1 
, ,\ 
J(aTaÀoryou TWV /(,À1}PUCWV V1}UTEVot JLETa TWV OVOaLOOV 1) UUVEOp- 
1 S. 412. 2 Cf. Drcy, l.c. S. 263. 3 Drey, l.c. S. 250. 
4 S. 412. Ii C. ] 3 and 14. 
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, 1': "... -\ 
, , ,,. , ,.. ,. t ' · 
Ta':JOt JLET aVTWV '1] OE'X OtTO rrrap aVTWV Ta T1}>; EOPT1}() çEVta, OLOV 
ä
vJLa 
 Tt TOtOÎJTOV, KaBatpE{uBoo' El oÈ À.a"iKòç;, àcþoptsÉuBoo. 
Si quis episcopus aut alius clericus cum Judæis jejunet, vel 
dies festos agat, aut festorU111 lllunera ab ipsis accipiat, vel uti 
azyma his que siruilia, depol1atur; si laicus hæc fecerit, segre- 
getiIr. 
According to Drey,l this canon and the one following date 
from the end of the third or the middle of the fourth cen- 
tury. The Synod of Elvira had before recommended, in its 
forty-ninth and fiftieth canons, that too intimate connections 
with J e,vs should be avoided. D rey 2 is, however, of opinion 
that this canon and the one follo,ving ,vere derived from the 
thirty - seventh, thirty - eighth, and thirty - ninth canons of 
Laodicea. 
CAN. 71 (70). 
E " X ':II, " ,. \ ' 8 '" ,\ , 
t Tt() ptuTtaVOf) t:",awv a7TEvEryK'[J E/8 tEpa E VWV '1] Etç; 
" 1 
' , ,.. ,. ,,. .\,' 
, 
uvvarywry1]v ovoaLOOV t:v TalS EopTat
 aVTOOv, '1] ",vxvovç; a7TTEt, 
àcþopLsÉuBro. 
Si quis christianus ad templa Gentilium aut ad synagogas 
J udæorum oleum deferat, vel in istorum festis lucernas accen- 
dat, segregetur. 
See the comments on the preceding canon. The Council 
of Elvira had before made several rules for preventing Chris- 
tians from conlillunicating in sacris with pagans. 3 


CAN. 72 (71). 
El Ttr; KÀ.17pucòr; 7j ÀaïKòç; àrrrò 7'fjç; luy{uç; ÈKKÀ.1]u{a.ç; àcþtX'Y}Tat 
\ "", ' cþ 
' B [ , " , e ' () ' 
K'1JpOV ?] t:/\'awv, a Opt':JEU W Kat TO E7TI/lT'EJL7rTOV 7rpOUTL ETW JLE 
OÚ ËÀUßEV]. 
Clericus aut laicus ceram aut oleum e sancta ecclesia aufe- 
rens, segregetur, ultraque ablatum quintanl partem restituat. 
The robbery here spoken of shows that this canon ,vas 
formed in corrupt times: it must therefore be reckoned among 
the least ancient, and is of unkno,vn origin. 4 
CAN. 73 (72). 

 KEÛO() XpvuoÎJv Kaì àpryvpoûv árytauB
v 
 òBóv'1Jv JL1]ðEl() ËTt 
, " ,. cþ 
' e ' , E ' 
, 
E
r; Ol,KELaV XPYJutV u ETEpt':JEU 00' 7rapavoJ.Lov "lap. I, oE TIS 
<þ w pa{)E{'1J, È7TI,TtfJ-áu{)ro àcþOpLUfJ-rjj. 
1 l.c. S. 287. 2 S. 410. 3 C. 2-4 and 55-57. 4 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 345 f. 
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Vasa argentea aureave, necnon linteamina Deo consecrata 
nenlO deinceps in proprios usus vertat, nefas enim est. De- 
preb.ensus in eo segregatione multetur. 
What this canon says is entirely in harmony with the 
views and customs of the ancient Church. It supposes, indeed, 
an opulence which the churches hardly possessed in the first 
ages: it is proved, ho\vever, that from the third century 
several churches were in possession of a considerable number 
of vessels of gold and silver. We may therefore trace this 
seventy-third canon back as far as the second half of the third 
century. Drey,l ho\vever, holds it to be more recent; it is of 
unkllO\Vn origin. 
CAN. 74 (73). 
' E ' e ' " \,
, , 0 ' 
7T'UYK07T'OV KaT'f}'Yop7J EVTa E7T't TtVt 7rapa açto7rLUTWV av poo- 
"'''' 0 ", ...
,..., , ," 
woov, Ka^EtU at aVTOV aVWYKawv V7T'O TWV E7rtUK07T'CJJV' Kav JLEV 
, , , 
 '" ' ., h e ' 
,
 0 " , 
a7raVT1} U V Ka
 OjLo^oryf}U[J 1} EI\Æ'YX Et1J, OpL
EU at TO E7T'tTtjLtOV. 
,
, ",' ,
 , '" ' e \ 
 , , 
Et DE Ka"'OVf1Ævor;; 1L1} V7ra.Kovuot, Ka^ELU co Kat OEVTEpOV, a7rOû- 
'" '" ' "" 
 " , , , 
 , 'r' cþ 
TE",^OjLEVCJJV E7T' aVTOV OVO E7T'tUK07rCOV' Eav DE Ka
 OVTW KaTa po- 
I " , 
 I 
 , cþ , 0 "..., 
vf}uar;; JL?] a7T'avT'f}ull, 1] uvvooor;; a7rO atvEU (J) KaT aVTOU Ta 
ÚOKOVVTa, ó7T'CJJr;; JL
 úóEv KEpDa{VELV cþvyODLKWV. 
Episcopnm ab hominibus christianis et fide dignis de 
crin1Ïne accusatuln :in jus vocent episcopi. Si vocationi paruerit 
responderitque, fueritqne convictns, pæna decernatur; si vero 
yocatus hand parnerit, missis ad eUlll duobus episcopis iternm 
vocetur; si ne sic quidem paruerit, duo rursus ad eum missi 
tertio vocent episcopi. Si hanc quoque missionem aspernatus 
non venerit, pronunciet contra eum synodus quæ videbuntur, 
ne ex judicii detrectatione lucrum facere videatur. 
This canon and the one follo\ving are certainly ancient in 
some parts; but they are undoubtedly subsequent to the 
Council of Nicæa. D rey 2 supposes that this canon \vas 
formed in compliance \vith what the Synod of Chalcedon 
decreed against Dioscurus. See our remarks at the com- 
mencement of the Appendix. 


CAN. 75 (74). 
Elr;; JLapTvp{av Thv KaT' f.7rtU/cÓ7rOV aÍpETtKÒV jLi] 7rpouúÉ- 
I l.e. S. 306. 
2 l.c. S. 335 fr. and 412. 
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e ,"\" , 
, ,. t' , " I ,
 I '" 
XEU at, a/,,,,,a P/l]OE 7rtUT(J)V Eva f.LOVOV' E7rt aTopaTOf; "lap OVO 1] 
7ptéJV f.LapTÚpWV aTae
UETat 7Tâv p1]j1-a. 
Ad testimonium contra episcopum dicendum nee hæreticum 
hominem admittite, nec etiam fidelem unicum; ait enim lex: 
In ore duorum vel trium testium stabit omne verbuln. 
See the comments on the preceding canon. 


CAN. '76 (75). 
O ' ", ,. , 
 "\ cþ "" f ,., " f , ... 
Tt ou XP1} E7rlUK07rOV Trp aoE/\. 
 1] Vl
 1} ETEprp avryryEVEt, 
'ý. e ' e ' e ' " , ... e ,. ' E "\ I 
')(,api
EU a
 'ITa Et av PW7rWCP' OU "lap 'n]v TOV ... EOV KKI\.'f}ULav 
f '''\ ' , cþ ',,\ e ' , 
 I ,. I" 
V7fO KI\.7JPOVOjLouç; 0 ELI\.Et Tt EVat' Et DE TtÇ; TOUTO 'lTOt1}UEt, aKvpoç; 
, f '" 
 , , I e ' cþ ,. 

EVETW 1) ')(,EtpOTOVla, aUToç; DE E7T'tTtj1-au W a OptUj1-f[J. 
Episcopum fratri SUO, aut filio vel alteri propinquo episco- 
patum largiri, et quos ipse Vlùt, ordinare non decet; æquum 
enim non est, ut Dei dona humano affectu divendantur, et 
Ecclesia Christi, episcopatusque hæreditatum jura sequatur. 
Si quis ita fecerit, ejus quidem ordinatio sit iITita, ipse vero 
segregationis ferat pænam. 
The twenty -third canon of the Synod of Antioch, in 341, 
makes a rule aln10st similar to this in the n1ain. Therefore 
Drey 1 believes that the apostolic canon was formed from that 
of Antioch. 
CAN. 77 (76). 
E " , I ,,' ' cþe "\ ' "",,\ ,,\' 
" TtÇ; ava7r'f}poç; 'l) TOV 0 al\.j1-ov 1} TO alCEl\.oç; 7rE7TI\.'f}ryjLEVOÇ;, 
"1: 
" , I , e "" ' ß I , , 
ac;tOc; DE EaTtV, E7T'tUK07rOÇ; rytVEU W' OV "lap ^W 7J aWjLaTor; aVTOV 
, ,"\"\, ,,',,'" "\ ' 
jLtatVEt, al\.l\.a 't' UXYJC; f.LOI\.UUj1-0C;. 
Si quis fuerit vel oculo læsus vel crure debilis, cæteroquin 
dignus, qui fiat episcopus, fiat; non enim vitium corporis 
polluit, sed animi. 
The canons 77-79 inclusive belong to the first three cen- 
turies of the Church. Their origin is unknown. 2 


CAN. 78 (77). 
U - - cþ ' 
'i\ , cþ "\ ' , , e " ,,, 
.n.w oç; DE WV "at TV I\.Oc; ""1] rylVEU (J) E7T'tUK07T'OÇ;' OUX OJç' 
ßß "\ , ',,\ i\. ',., ", "\ , 
,
 
E l\.ajLf.LEvoç;, al\. tva jL1] Ta EKIC/\.'f}UtauTtKa 'lTapEjL'lTOOL
otTO. 
Surdus vero, mutus aut cæcus ne fiat episcopus, non quod 
pollutus sit, sed ne impediantur ecclesiastica. 
I l.c. S. 360 fr. and 406. 
2 Drey, l. c. S. 264 ff. 
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CA
. 79 (78). 
' E ' 
, ,. , ' , , 8 ' i\. ' , c:- , ^ 
av 'TIS oaL/l-ova EX'!l, KI\.1]pucor;; /l-1J rylVEU (i), ll\.a /l-7JOE 'TOtr;; 
,.. , 8 e 8 \
, c:-' 8 ", '9' 
'TitUTOlr;; UUVEUXEU w' Ka aptu El
 OE 7fPOUOEXEU W Kat, Eav '[J 
ä
tor;;, rytvÉa-Ð(i). 
Dæmonem qui habet, clericus non sit, nee etiam cum 
fidelibus oret. Emundatus autem recipiatur, et si dignus 
habeatur, clericus existat. 
'This canon may have been formed from the Apostol
c Con- 
stitutions. I 
CAN. 80 (79). 
T ' , f: ' 8 ,.. ß ' ' 8 ' ' ß 8 ' ", 
ov ES" E vtKou LOU 7T'pOUEI\. OVTa Ka
 a7T'Ttu EVTa 7J EK 
A,,', 
 ,.. , 
 , , , , ,
 e 
'jJaul\.1]r;; otO/"fCJ.Y,/l}r;; ou oucawv EU,"t 7T'apaUTOca 7T'pOXELpL':,EU at 
, , ,'c:- " c:- " , c:- f:' 
 , 
E7T'LUK07fOV' aOlKOV "lap TOV /l-1JOE 7T'p07T'Etpav E7T'tOEtsa/l-EVOV ETEpWV 
'9' 
 
 , , " , e -, , ,.. , 
Etvat otoaUKa/\,ov' Et JL1J7T'OU KUTa ELav XaptV 'TOUTO ryLVETat- 
Qui ex gentibus, aut post vitam non laudabiliter actam per 
baptismum ad ecclesiam accessit, hunc non decet mox prove- 
here ad episcopatum; iniquum enim est, aliorum existere 
doctorem, qui probationem non dederit, nisi forte divino id 
munere contingat. 
S. Paul gives a sin1ilar rule. 2 Cf. Drey,3 \vho considers it 4 
to be an imitation of the second canon of Nicæa. 


CAN. 81 (80). 
E " p,", , " ß ' 8 ' 
L7T'O/l-EV'! OT" ou XP1J E7ïLUK07T'OV 1] 7T'pEU UTEpOV Ka IÆVat 

 , , 
 ' 
 ' ' i\. ' , ,..,.. , :\ 
EaVTOV ELr;; 01]/l-OULar;; otOUCr;UEtr;;, a ./\'a 7T'pOUEVKa'pEtV Tatr;; E/C/C"-1]- 
,.. , " 0 ' e -;- ,.. , ,.." e 
UtauTtKatr;; xpELatr;;' 1] 7T'Et EU (i) ouv ,"OUTO /l-7J 7fOtEtV 1] KU at- 
, 8 '1:" ,
, 
, , 
,' " 
pEtU W' OUOHr;; "lap ouvaTat OVUt KVPLOtÇ; aOUI\.EVEtV, KaTa T1]V 
, " 
KVPLaK1Jv 7fapaKEI\.EvutV. 
Diximus non oportere, ut episcopus in publicas admini- 
strationes sese den1Ïttat, sed Ecclesiæ utilitatibus vacet. Aut 
igitur persuac1eatur hoc non facere, aut deponatur. N emo 
enim potest duobus dominis servire, juxta Domini admoni- 
tionem. 
So long as heathenisln predominated, it was exceedingly 
dangerous for Christians to accept public offices, because they 
obliged those \vho filled theITI to COffi111Ul1icate often in sacris 
\vith pagans. See (sec. 12) the canons of Elvira, and the com- 


1 viii. 32. Cf. Drey, l. c. S. 403. 
3 S. 243. 


2 1 Tim. iii. 6, 2 sqq., and Tit. i. 6. 
4 S. 410. 
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D1ents accompanying then1. At this period, ho,vever, it ,vas 
only the laity,vho con1peted for public offices: among the 
bishops, Paul of Sanlosata was the first known example of 
this kind. Such cases increased ,vhen, under Constantine 
the Great and his successors, Christianity gained more and 
more the upper hand; and it became important to forbid 
bishops to accept civil employment by a special ordinance. 
Drey 1 considers this canon as an abridgment of the third 
canon of Chalcedon. 


CAN. 82 (81). 
OÌ1CÉTW;; El
 K^1JPOV 7rPOXEtp{SEa-Bat lIvE V Tfj
 'TWV ÔEU7rOTWV 
, , " '" "
 ' 
, \ ,'t: 
ryvCIJ}J/rl
, aVaTp07r1}V TO 'TOtOVTO Eprya
ETat' Et OE 7rOTE Kat ac;tO
 
A" , f", , ß8 '" 9 \ff" 
'fJaVEI/1} 0 OtKET1}
 7rpO
 XEtpoTOVtaV a fJ-OV, Oto
 Kat 0 ?JJLETEpO
 
' 0 ' ',1... " , f 
 I \ h e ' 
V?JutJLO
 E'fJaV'l}, Kat uvryXClJP?JUOVUtV Ot oEU7T"OTat Kat EI\.EV EpW- 
, "''' f ""1: " '" , 8 
UOVUt Kat 'TOU OLKOV EaVTCJJV Ec;a7rOUTEI\.OVUt, ryLVEU (i). 
Servos invitis dominis ad clerum promoveri non permitti- 
mus, ne molestia possessoribus fiat, hoc namque domos evertit. 
Si quando vero servus dignus videtur, ut ad ordinationem 
ascendat, quemadmodum visus est Onesin1us noster, et con- 
sentit dominus ac manumittit, suique juris facit, fiat clericus. 
We are not in a position to fix the antiquity and origin of 
this canon. 


CAN. 83 (82). 
'E7r{UK07rO
 
 7rpEUßÚTEpO
 
 ÚtáKOVO
 uTpaTE{Cf uxoÃásCJJv 
\ ß :\' , ,1...' , f' p "'" , 
Kat OVI\.OJLEVO
 aJL'fJOTEpa KaTEXEtV, CJJ}latK'Y}V apX1]v Kat, 
f' ,
, 8 ' 8 " "' K ' K ' 
lEpaTtK/l}V ototK'l}UtV, Ka atpEtU W' Ta ryap 'TOU atuapo
 aLuapt, 
lCa
 'Tà 'TOÛ BEOÛ 'TeV eEeV. 
e. e. 
Episcopus vel presbyter vel diaconus militiæ dans operam, 
et utraque volens retinere, Romanum magi stratum et sacer- 
dotalem administrationem, deponatur. Quæ enim sunt Cæsal'is 
Cæsari, et quæ sunt Dei Deo. 
Drey 2 considers this canon to have been formed from the 
seventh of the fourth {Ecumenical Council, and consequently 
that it is one of the most recent of the collection. See, in 
opposition to his opinion, our remarks at the beginning of 
this Appendix. 


1 l. c. S. 246 and 411. 
I S. 249 and 411. 
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CAN. 84 (83). 
t' o 
 ß '
 ß " "" , I ,
 
U'TIS V pL
Et aUtl\.Ea 'l} apxovTa, TtfLwpLav TtVVVTW' Kat Et, 
J.LÈv KÀ.'l}ptKÒr;;, KaBalpEtuBw, El ÓÈ Àa"iKòr;;, àcþoptsf.u8w. 
Quicunque commiserit aliquid contra jus adversus Cæsarem 
aut magistratum, puniatur; et quidem si clericus fuerit, de- 
ponatur; si laicus, segregetur. 
It n1ight be thought that this canon was formed in a time 
of persecution, when it could be more easily understood that 
Christians should despise the
 Emperors; but nevertheless it 
was not so. This canon fits in much better to the time of 
the Arian struggle, ,vhen such offences against the Emperors 
were much III ore abundant. The origin of the canon is 
unknO'wn. 1 
CAN. 85 (84). 
"EUTW 7râUtV ÍJfLîv KÀ'l}ptKOîr;; Ka
 ÀaïKoÎs ßtßÀla uf.ßáuJ.Lta 
, r' ,." ," 
 8 ' M ' , T1' 
Ka
 aryla, T'fJ
 fLEV 7ral\.aLar;; ota 1}K'l}r;; WVUEW
 7rEVTf., .L EVEUiS, 
" E t 
 A .. , ' A 8 'A ' ' 1 " t" N "" 
çOOO
, f.VtTtKOV, p
 fLOt" .LI EVTf.POvofLwv' 'l}UOV vwv av'YJ 
..\ ' p ' 8 "\ B "\. ", n ' ' " ß ß ' ' 
EV, ov EV, aUtl\.f.tWV TEuuapa, apal\.Et7rofLEVWV TOV t I\.WV 
" t ,,
 , ' E B \ 0.\ M ß .." , ' [ \ ß 0.\ '2Tr"\. 
TooV 1}fLEPWV ovo, U 1}P EV, axa atKWV Tpla, 00 EV, r al\.- 
I .\ 
," , II ' ' E ' \ A '" 
T'l}ptOV EV, 
 OI\.O}LOOVTOr;; TpLa, apot}Llat, KKI\.'l}utaUT1}
, tUfLa 
" II cþ " 
 
 , .., 
 H .f. .\ ' [ , 0.\ 
lfufLaTwv. po 'l}TWV OE/CaoVO EV,. uawv EV, EpE}LLOV EV, 
' I 
 \, 0.\ A '"\. r' "t: B 
, , 8 t" 
E
f.Kt1}1\. EV, .LIavt1]1\. EV! EçW f.V oE 7tpoutUTOPELU 00 VfLtV, fLav- 
() , 
" \ , , cþ ' " , 8 " 
 , 
aVEtV VfLWV TOV
 VEOVr;; T1}V uo Lav TOV 7rOl\.v}La ov
 
Etpax. 
f H ' 
 \ ",,, " "
 8 ' E ' " ' 
fLETEpa OE, TOUT EUTt T1]
 KatV1)
 ota 1}1C'l}
, v0I'f1f.l\.ta TEuuapa, 
MaT8atov, MápKOV, AOVKâ, '[roávvov' IIaúÀov È7rtuTO^a
 ÓEKa- 
, II I , "\.' 
 I ' 1 ' .. ' I I ß I 
TEuuapE
, ETpOV E7rtuTOl\.at ovo, wavvov TpEIS, aKW ov J.Lla, 
' 1 '
 , K " , " 
, ,
 
 , 
" " 
ovoa lua, 1\.1}f.LEVTor;; E7rtUTOl\.at, OUO Kat, at otaTaryat V}Ltv TOIS 
, , 
" " K " "' ßß " cþ 
E7rtUK07rOt
 ot EfLOV l\.1}fLEVTO
 EV OKTOO t I\.Wt
 7rpOU7rE WV'l}- 
, i\ , 
,., 
 "" 
"',,, 
fLEvat, a
 OV of.t O'l}fLOUtEVEtV E7rt 7raVTWV ota TI..7J Ell aUTalS 
, '
 II ' t: 
" .., " 
ILvUTtKa, /Cat, at paçEt
 'l}fLOOV TooV a7rOUTOI\.WV. 
Sint autem vobis omnibus, cum clericis tuill laicis, libri 
venerabiles et sancti: veteris quidem testamenti, Moysis 
quinque,-Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri, Deuterono- 
mium; J esu filii N avæ unus; J udicum unus, Ruth unus; 
Regnorum quatuor, Paralipomenon libri dierum duo; Esdræ 
duo; Esther unus; Judith unus; Machabæorum tres; Hiobi 
unus; Psalmi centum quinquaginta; Salomonis libri tres, 
Proverbia, Ecclesiastes, Canticum canticorum; Prophetæ sex- 
1 Cf. Drey, l.c. S. 347. 
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deci!ll; præter hos nominetur vobis etiam Sapientia multiscii 
Sirachi, quam adolescentes vestri discant. N ostri autem, id 
est libri novi testamenti: Evangelia quatuor, Matthæi, Marci, 
Lucæ, Joannis; Pauli epistolæ quatuordecim; Petri duæ; 
Joannis tres; Jacobi una; Judæ una; Clementis epistolæ 
duæ; et Constitutiones vobis episcopis per me Clementem 
octo libris nuncupatæ, quas non oportet inter omnes divul- 
gare, ob mystica quæ in eis sunt, et Acta nostra apostolorum. 
This is probably the least ancient canon in. the whole col- 
lection. I In most of the Greek manuscripts the apostolic 
canons are followed by a short epilogue, containing an ex- 
hortation addressed to the bishops, recommending them to 
observe these canons. It ends with a prayer, ,vhich is 
printed with the apostolic canons in Cotelerius,2 Galland,3 
Mansi,4 U eltzen,t' and. also in Latin in Drey. 6 


1 Cf. Drey, 1. c. S. 370. 
3 Bibl. P P. iii. 248. 
6 Comtit. Apost. p. 253 sq. 


2 Patr. Apost. i. 454. 
4 Vol. i. p. 47. 
6 l. c. S. 23;5. 
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ACESIUS, Novatian Bishop of Con-' 
stantinople, at the Synod of Nicæa, 
295, 413. . 
Achaia, synod in, 92. 
Adultery, ecclesiastical punishment 
of, 141, 157, 164, 166, 219; of wo- 
men with clerics, 165, 223; with 
a J ewess or heathen woman, 170; 
with the previous knowledge of the 
husband, 167, 219 ; connected with 
child-murder, whether it breaks 
the marriage bond, 164, 167, 220; 
of a cleric, 223. 
Ælia (see Jerusalem). 
Agapæ, 213. 
Age, canonical, for a priest, 228. 
Agrippinus, Bishop of Carthage, 86, 
92, 104, 106. 
Alexander, made .Bishop of Alexan- 
dria, 242; opposes Arius, 247 ; his 
two letters against Arius, 2-18, 249 ; 
a third letter of his, 250; his doc- 
trine, 249. 
Alexandria, synods at, on account of 
Origen, 87 ; on account of Meletius, 
130; Arius, 247, 248; the Alex- 
andrian Church before Arius, did 
not hold Arian doctrine, 236; the 
patriarchal rights of, confirmed at 
Nicæa, 389. 
Anatolius, his Easter canon, 320. 
Anchialus, synod at, 78. 
Ancyra, synod at (314), 199; canons 
of, 201. . 
Antioch, three synods at, on account 
of Paul of Samosata, 118 fr. ; pre- 
tended letter of third synod, 120 ; 
relation of the school of, to the doc- 
trine of the Logos, 237 ; the -patri- 
archal rights of, confirmed at Nicæa, 
389. 
Apollinaris, of Hierapolis, on the 
Easter question, 310. 
Apostasy, and return to the Church, 
493 


146, 157, 195, 196; treatment of 
apostat
s in sickness, 195, 196. 
(Of. Dying.) 
Apostolic canons, their antiquity, 107, 
449 ; their publication, 449; their 
value, 450; their sources, 454; edi- 
tions of them, 457. 
Apostolic Council, 77. 
Appeals, to the Emperor, 178, 180, 
197; to the Pope, 356. 
Arabia, heretics in, 91 ; synods there, 
91. 
Arians, measures of the Emperor 
Constantine against, after their 
condemnation at Nicæa, 295, 297. 
Arianism-whether, before the time 
of Arius, his opinions were taught 
in Alexandria, 236; whether those 
opinions were held in the ancient 
Church, before Nicæa, 231. (Of. 
N icæa, Arius.) 
Arius, his mental tendencies, 239; 
his relation to Philo, 240; the Arian 
and Gnostic Demiurge, 241; time 
and place favourable for the propa- 
gation of Arianism, 239, 241 ; per- 
sonal history of Arius, 241; opposes 
his bishop, 243, 245; his doctrine, 
243, 249, 251, 254; denies that 
Christ had a human rational soul, 
238; gains friends and followers, 
246, 277 ; leaves Alexandria, 252; 
his letters, 252; his Thalia, 234, 
257; returns to Alexandria, 259; 
is at Nicæa, 277 ; what bishops at 
Nicæa were on his side, 277 ; he if:{ 
condemned and exiled, 295, 297. 
ArIes, first synod there, 180; was a 
Western General Synod, 1.82; its 
acts, 183; its canons, 184; its de- 
cision respecting Easter, 321. 
Arsinoe, synod at, 117. 
Art in churches forbidden by the 
Synod of Elvira, 151. 
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Asiatic synods on account of Noëtus, 
92. 
Athanasius, his youth, 273; his in- 
fluence at Nicæa, 273, 274, 278. 
Audians, 334. 
Aurelian, the Roman emperor, de- 
cides against Paul of Samosata, 
125. 


BAPTISM, to be administered to chil- 
dren soon after birth, 97 ; laymen, 
Dot bigamists, may baptize in case 
of need, 152 ; baptism of sick, and 
in ærticulo mortis, 142, 152, 187 ; of 
catechumens after two years' pro- 
bation, 155; deacons may baptize, 
170; women with child to be bap- 
tized at once, 226; not to be ad- 
ministered hastily, 377; preceded 
by laying on -of hands, 153; the 
cleric to receive no present from 
the baptized person, 157; newly 
baptized person not to be ordained 
priest, 377; whether baptism re- 
moves the impedimenta ordinis, 414; 
repetition of, forbidden, 477 ; to be 
in the name of the three Persons in 
the Holy Trinity, 478 ; not merely 
into the death of Christ, 478; by 
trine immersion, 478. 
:Baptism of heretics (('I Heretics). 
:Baptismus clinicorum, 229. 
:Basle, Synod of, whether an æcu- 
menical, 59- 
:Beryllus of Rostra, 91. 
:Bestiality, 215 fr. 
:Betrothed woman, carried off, 211; 
may not be married by one who 
has seduced her sister, 221 f. 
:Bigamy, 141 f., 189, 196, 218, 226. 
Bishop, may not exchange his diocese 
with another, 185, 195, 422, 423; 
must not receive a person excom- 
municated by another bishop, 159, 
193, 196, 386; must not officiate in 
another bishop's diocese, 194; par- 
ticularly, must not ordain, 196; 
nor yet ordain one from a strange 
diocese for his own, 423 ; may offer 
the sacrifice in a strange diocese, 
19:5; penance and the holy com- 
munion in the bishop's power, 149; 
only in case of necessity in the 
priest's, 149 ; rule of Nicæa on the 
election and consecration of a 
bishop, 381 ; older rule, 195; his- 
tory of episcopal elections, 382, 
384; no novice to be a bishop, 
:377; the comprovincial bishops 
have the right to appoint a new 
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bishop at a synod, 383 ; every new 
bishop must be ordained by ßeven 
or three or more other bishops, 195, 
381 ; the metropolitan has the right 
of confirming the election of every 
bishop, 881, 383, 385, 396; more 
recently this right was transferred 
to the Pope, 386; a bishop rejected 
by a church without any fault of 
his own may retain his office of 
priest, 217; how schismatical 
bishops are to be treated on re- 
turning to the Church, 3.32, 413. 
Bithynia, synod there in favour of 
the Arians, 258. 
Blastus, an Ebionite Ql1artodeciman, 
313. 
Body of Christ, without a human soul, 
238. 
Bostra, synod at, 91. 
Britain, its Easter festival, 330. 
Business, worldly, forbidden to clerics: 
460. 
 


CÆSAREA in Palestine, synod there 
on account of the Easter contro- 
versy, 82; relation of this see to 
Jerusalem, 405, 408. 
Cæsarea in Cappadocia, recognised as 
supreme metropolitan (exarchal) 
diocese, 395. 
Oalicem offerre and benedicere, 427. 
Canon = onlo clericorum, 424. 
Canones apostolorum (see Apostolic 
Canons). 
Carthage, primacy of the bishop, 162, 
174; synod there under Agrippinus, 
86 ; Synod, A.D. 249, 92; A.D. 251, 
94; A. D. 252, 96; A. D. 255, 99; 
A.D. 256, 100. 
Ca.techumens, whether two or three 
classes of, 421; period of, lasted 
two years, 155; accelerated bap- 
tism of, 142; in case of women 
with child, 226; punishment for 
sins, especially carnal sins of, 139, 
142, 225; punishment of lapsed, 
420; those who sacrificed to idols 
not to be ordained after baptism, 
211; negligent attsndance of, at 
divine service, 156; receive laying 
on of hands before baptism, 152, 
153. 
Cathari = Novatians, 409. 
Cathedra prima, 162. 
Cecilian of Carthage, 174. 
Celibacy, one who becomes a cleric, 
being unmarried, must not marry, 
except a lector, 435; decision of the 
Synod of Elvira on celibacy, 150; 
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Synod of Arles recommend it, 197 ; ! been guilty of adultery, 226; nor 
whether a law on the subject was lone who has emasculated himself, 
given at Nicæa, 380, 435; punish- 375; whether one formerly incon- 
ment for the loss of celibacy by tinent could be received into the 
marriage or impurity, 223 ; deacons number of the clergy, 226, 227; 
may make a condition at their 01'- clerics who have been guilty of 
dination that they shall be allowed canlal sins before their ordination 
to marry, 210. can perform only a part of their 
Cemeteries, 150 f. ; women must not duties, 226, 227 ; priests and bishops 
spend the night in, 151. 
ho have been guilty of a serious 
Chalcedon, æcumenical synod there, by sin before, are to be deposed, 378, 
whom convoked, 11 ; who presided, 414; one who has received clinical 
31 ; lays its acts before the Pope baptism not to become a priest, 
for his confirmation, 44G. 2:1.7; freedmen whose masters are 
Chalice may be administered by heathens, not to be clerics, 171; 
deacon,427. whether slaves may be ordained 
Charioteers, their reception into the (see Slaves); one must be thirty 
Church, 164, 187. years old before he is ordained 
Chorepiscopi, 17 f., 230; limitations priest, 227 ; no bishop must ordain 
of, 211; successors of the seventy one from a strange diocese, either 
disciples of Christ, 230; presence for his own or for any other 
at synods, 17 f. diocese, 196, 423; clerics ordained 
Christians, have heathen tenants and by t'J'aclito1'es, 191; clerics must 
slaves, 154; allow their fruits to be not cbange their churches, 18.1, 
blessed by Jews, 158; may not eat 193, 422, 423; are restrainell from 
and associate with Jews, 159; may merchandise, 145, 191; and from 
not hold the office of jlanwn, 138; being guardians, 84; must receive 
may not adorn heathen festivals, no strange or doubtful women into 
IG2; nor be present at heathen their houses, 148, 379; must not 
sacrifices, 163; must avoid all in- live with a wife who has been an 
tercourse with heathen, 155, 162. adulteress, 165, 226; punishment 
Christology of the Arians, and of of the clergy for impurity, 145,223; 
Lucian of Antioch, 238. treatment of the clergy who became 
Church-no pictures to be in churches, traditores or lapsi, 191, 201, 202, 
151; satires not to be placed in, 415; treatment of schismatical 
159 ; in some churches only a dea- clerics who return to the Church, 
con placed, without a priest, 170; a 352, 411. 
clericnottogofromonechurchto an- Colluthus,250. 
other, 185, 195, 422, 423; negligent Comatus, 165 f. 
attendance at church punished, Commendatitiæ epistolæ (see Epis- 
145; even in case of catechumens, tolæ). 
156 ; church vessels not to be turned Communicatoriæ literæ (see Epistolæ). 
to private use, 487; church pro- Communion, holy, he who does not 
perty, security of, 214, 475; wax partake must not sacrifice, 148; 
and oil of church not to be used reception of, must be decided by 
by private persons, 487; offerings the bishop, 149; only in cases of 
of fruit, etc., to the Church, 458- necessity by a priest or deacon, 149; 
460; bishop may have private pro- its administration by the bishop, 
perty, 475. 419; the usurpation of deacons in 
Cinerarius, 163 f. its administration, 427; it is the 
Cirta, synod at, 128. Body of Christ, 430; it must be re- 
Clement of Alexandria on the Easter ceived by all who come into church, 
question, 312. 461, 462; especiaJly by the clergy, 
Clerics, who might not become, 146, 461; as a sacrifice (see Sacrifice). 
149,169,414; a neophyte might not, Comprovincial bishops, their part in 
377, 378; nor one who had been the election of a bishop, 383. 
guilty of mortal sin, 146, 149, 169, Conciliabulum of the Donatists (A.D. 
414; if he did, he must be deposed, 312), 175. 
414; nor one who had ma.rried a I Conc
l
um 
niversale, orplenarium, 3. 
c01'r'llpta, 196; or whose wIfe had Conclha nnxta, 5. 
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Confirmation, right of, belonged to 
the metl'opoJitan, 381, 384; laying 
on of hands in a'J.tiCltlO 'mortis, 152, 
187; converts to be confirmed, 1]3, 
188; one baptized by a deacon to 
be confirmed by a bishop, 169. 
Con
tantine the Great, becomes sole 
emperor, 259; takes part in the 
Arian controversy, 259; regards 
the matter at .first superficially, 
260 ; sends Hosius to Alexandria, 
260; convokes the Synod of Nicæa, 
261, 268; his zeal for the ó!'-ooúrflo;, 
289; measures against the Arians 
after their condemnation by the 
Council of Nicæa, 295, 297. 
Constantinople, first gl,.'uod at, by 
whom convoked, Ð; who presided, 
35 ; second <Ecumenical Synod, by 
whom convoked, 13; who presided, 
31; third (E
umenical Synod there, 
by whom convoked, 13; fourth, 30. 
Constance, Council of, whether æcu- 
menical, 58. 
Converts, treatment of, 146, 188, 196. 
Council (see Synod). 
Corinth, synod there, on account of 
the Easter controversy, 83. 
Courtezan, heathen, converted, 156. 
Cyprian, S., 93 ff.; his argument with 
reference to heretical baptism, 113. 
Cyril of Alexandria, his Easter table, 
329. 


DEACON, one guilty of mortal sin 
could not be a, 169; or must after- 
wards discharge the duty of one 
in minor orders, 228; deacons in 
churches where there are no priests, 
170; may baptize there: 170 ; may 
do nothing without the knowledge 
of the priest, 194; may not offer 
the sacrifice, but may offerre in 
another sense, 193, 427; may not 
administer the Eucharist to priests, 
427; must receive the holy Eucha- 
rist after the bishop and the priests, 
427 ; must not sit among the priests, 
427 ; no more than seven deacons to 
be in one town, 230; may at their 
ordination make the condition that 
they shall be allowed to marry, 210. 
Denunciations, punishment of false, 
168, 169, 192. 
Diaconi lapsi, how to be treated, 202. 
(Compare Clerics.) 
Deaconesses, their ordination, 432. 
Dead, prayer and sacrifice for the, 
92; their souls disquieted by light- 
ing of tapers at their graves, 150. 
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Degrees of relationship, forbidden, 
142, 165, 222, 224. 
Diocesan synods, 4, 16. 
Dionysius the Great, of Alexandria, 
99, 103, 107, 117, 119 ; his doctrine 
of the Logos, 234 f.; his Easter 
canon, 319. 
Dionysius of Rome, 234. 
Dionysius the Less, his Easter table, 
330; his collection of canons, 449. 
Divorce, 141, 142 7 190, 196. 
Doctrines, history of, according to 
the Hegelian and the Catholic idea, 
233. 
Donatists, 128; origin of schism, 172; 
decision of Synoel of ArIes, 191 f.; 
they appeal to the Emperor, 197 ; 
further history ()f the, 198. 
Dying, mildness towards the, 419. 


E_u;TER FESTIVAL, synods respecting, 
8U; decision of Synod of Arles on the, 
184, 321; Synod of Nicæa on, 2Ð8, 
322; anciently, three ways of cele- 
brating Easter: the Ebionitisb, the 
J ohannean, and the ordinary cus- 
tom, 299, 306; their differences, 
300; home of Quartodecimans, 305 ; 
first Easter controversy between 
Polycarp and Anicetus, 309; second 
Easter controversy between Ebio- 
nitish and orthodox Quartodeci- 
mans, 310; Blastus, Ebionitish 
Quartodeciman at Rome, 313 ; third 
Easter controversy between Victor 
and Polycrates, 313; astronomical 
question arises in third century, 
with reference to the equinox, 316; 
the Protopaschites, 321 ; the Easter 
canons, 318; even after Nicæ:1, 
irregularities in the, 328; Cyril's 
Easter table, 329; that of Victor of 
Aquitaine, 329,445; that of Diony- 
sius the Less, 330 ; British Easter 
custom, 330; since Charles the 
Great, uniformity in time of, 330; 
post-Nicene Quartodecimans, 332 ; 
Audians, 334; rule of Apostolic 
Canons, 460. 
Elvira, Synod of, 131; was it Nova- 
tian? 134; its canons, 138. 
Emasculation, taught by the Vale- 
sians, 92; practised by many Chris- 
tians, 376; forbidden at Nicæa, 
376. 
Ephesus, synod at, on account of the 
Easter question, 81; <:Ecumenical 
Synod of, 10, 33; metropolitan 
(exarchal) rights of the see of, con- 
firmed at Nicæa, 395. 



,I:mperors, presence of, at synods, 25 ; 
whether at other than æcumenical 
synods, 26 ; presence of their com- 
missioners at synods, 26; whether 
they presided at synods, 28; con- 
firmed decrees of synods, 42; the 
Donatists appealed to the Em- 
peror in ecclt:siastical matters, 178, 
180. 
Epistolæ communicatoriæ and confes- 
soriæ, 146, 189. 
Eucharist (see Holy Communion). 
Eunuchs, immoral connection of 
women with, IGG; whether they 
could be clerics, 376, 466; punish- 
ment of emasculation for clerics and 
laymen, 466. (Cj. Emasculation.) 
Eusebians, 285; their want of agree- 
ment, 288. 
Eusebius of Cæsarea, 246; proposes a 
creed at Kicæa, 288; his behaviour 
at Nicæa, 289. 
Ensebius of Kicomedia, on the side of 
Arius, 245 ; his doctrine, 245; his 
creed, 286; his behaviour at Nicæa, 
295; subscribes Ó
OIOV(nO;, instead of 
DP.O 0 V(fll); , 293. 
Excommunicated, restoration of, in 
articulo mo'rtis, 149, 419 ; restored, 
must enter the fourth grade of peni- 
tents, 419; one excommunicated by 
his own bishop, not to be restored 
by another, unless that bishop has 
died, ] 59, 193, 387; the provincial 
synod may inquire whether he has 
been rightly excommunicated, 387 ; 
intercourse with, forbidden, 462. 
Exucontians, 238, 251. 


F ASTIXG, rules on, 146; not allowed 
on Sundays and feast-days, 147; 
l\f anichæan fasts, 213; fasting in 
Holy 'Yeek, 302; fasting in Lent, 
303 ; allowed on only one Saturday 
.in the year, 484; all Saturdays fast- 
days, 147. 
Feasts, heathen, supported by Chris- 
tians, 162. · 
Fees at baptism, forbiilden, 157. 
Felicissimus, deacon, 93. 
Felix of Aptunga, 174. 
Firmilian of Cæsarea, 89, 90, 102. 
Flamines, punishment of Christians 
who took the office of, 139, 160. 
Flesh-meat not to be regarded as sin- 
ful, 213, 479. 
Food, laws of, in ancient Church, 479, 
48:3. 
Freedmen, whose masters are heathen, 
not to be clerics, 171. 


I
DEX. 


497 


G.\.UL, synoc1s in, on account of Easter 
question, 81 ; pretended synod in, 
on account of l\Iontanus, 83. 
Gelasius of Cyzicus, his history of the 
Synod of Nicæa, 263. 
Gladiatorial games, forbidden, and re- 
garded as murder, 139. 
God, mother of, expression useò even 
by Alexander of Alexandria, 232. 
Graves, lights upon, 150. 
Gregory in the Council of Nicæa, 2ß7. 
Gregorian calendar, 331. 
Guardianship, forbidden to clergy, 92. 
HANDS, laying on of, different from 
ordination, 352, 411 ; catechumens 
receive, before baptism, 153. (Cf. 
Confirmation. ) 
Heathens, feasts of, not to be shared 
in by Christians (cf. Communicatio 
in sacris). 
Hep,thenism, some Christians of early 
times stood in close relation with, 
138, ] 54, 160. 
Heraclea, recognised as metropolitan 
see of Thrace, 395. 
Heretical baptism, controversy re- 
specting, in Asia l\Iinor, 87; in 
Africa, 98; synods on account of, 
87, 98; valid in ancient Church, 
104; Tertullian's view on, 106; 
those who have received, on re- 
turning to the Church, to undergo 
the two sacraments of penance and 
confirmation, 112; the ordinance 
of the Council of Ar]es OD, 188 ; de- 
cision of the Council of Nicæa on, 
430 ; A postolical Canons pronouncecl 
invalid, 485. 
Heretical ordination, invalid, 483. 
Hierapolis, synod at, 78. 
Hippolytus, on paschal controversy, 
318 ; his Easter canon, 319. 
Hosius, presides at first (Ecumenical 
Synod at Kicæa, 39, 260, 281. 
Hypostasis, freq uently identified in 
ancient times with Substance and 
Ousia, and even at Nicæa, 295. 


ICOXIUl\r, synod at, 89. 
Idols, images of, he who breaks them 
and perishes in consequence, not to 
be considered a martyr, 163 ; that 
which is offered in sacrifice to, not 
to be received by Christians, 154; 
Christians not to be present at, 
sacrifices, 163. 
Incest with a step-daughter, 165. 
Infant baptism, 97. 
Infanticide, 164, 167, 220. 
2 I 
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Informers, punished, 1GB; against 
the clergy, 1 G9, 192. 
JAcon {orJames),BishopofNisibis, 272. 
Jerusalem, destruction of, 404; settle- 
ment of Christians in, 405; rebuild- 
ing of Ælia, 405; rights of the 
Church of, declared at Nicæa, 404 ; 
relation of the see of, to Cæsarea, 
405, 407 ; receives a portion of the 
patriarchate of Antioch, and be- 
comes itself a patl'iarchal see, 408; 
synod at, about Easter, 82. 
Jews, bless fruits in Spain, 158; Chris- 
tians to have no intercourse with, 
not to eat with, 159. (Cj. Communi- 
catio in sacris.) 
.Judith, whether the book of, was 
declared canonical at Nicæa, 371. 
LAITY at councils, 18, 24. 
Lambesitanum, Concilium, gO. 
Laodicea, Easter controversy at, :310. 
Lapsi, treatment of, 93, 96, 138; 
synods respecting, ib. ; who yiel(lt>d 
to physical constraint, 202, 209; 
different grades of, 203, 210 ; treat- 
ment of those who fell under Lici- 
nius, 416; of those who entered 
military service under Licinius, 
417; punishment of catechumens 
who became lapsi, 420; how to 
treat fallen priests, 201; punish- 
ment of traclito'res, 191; restoration 
of lapsi in articulo mortis, 149, 419 ; 
when restored, to enter the fourth 
grade of penitents, 420. 
Lateran Synod, the fifth, was it 
æcumenical ? 62. 
Lenocinium, punishment of, 142. 
Lent, fasting in, different in different 
parts of the ancient Church, 303 ; 
practice of Quartodecimans, 302; 
the whole of Lent a fast, 485. 
Leontius Castratus, Bishop of Antioch, 
376. 
Letters, of women, 171; of peace, 146, 
189. (OJ. Epistolæ.) 
Libellus Synodicus, 78. 
Licinius, Emperor, 258; conquered, 
259 ; death of, 277 ; his persecution 
of Christians, 416. 
Lights on graves forbidden, 150. 
Literæ Communicatoriæ (cj. EpistoJæ). 
Aó'Yo
 Éllðl(fh'To
 and '7J"P()
f)f'''Ò
, 232. 
Logos, doctrine of (if. Son of God). 
Lucian, martyr and priest at Antioch, 
his doctrine, 237; his creed, 238. 

IAGISTRATES (if. Offices). 
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MarceIIil1us, Bishop of Rome, 1
7. 
Marinus, Bishop of Aries, 178. 
Marriage, with heathens, Jews, here- 
tics, 144, 190; during the Jifetime 
of first wife, forbidden, 141, 142, 
189, 196 ; a woman who has sinned 
with one, not to marry another, 
143; one who has seduced the sister 
of his betrothed, not to marry the 
latter, 222 ; marriage with a sister- 
in-law, a brother- in -law, and a- 
step-daughter, forbidden, 164, 165, 
224, 465; second marriage, 218; 
clerics not to feast with those who 
marry a second time, 226; those 
who marry more than twice to be 
punished, 225; punishment of :t 
second marriage, 218, 226; what 
kind of celibacy has value, and 
what is sinful, 479; a cleric who ab- 
stains from matrimony because he 
thinks it impure, to be deposed, 479. 
J\1:aternus, Bishop of Cäln, 178, 181. 
l\leletius, Bishop of Lycopolis, 130; 
origin of Meletian schism, 341 ; de- 
cision of Nicene Council on this 
subject, 333; later history of Me- 
letians, 354. 
l\ielito, Bishop of Sardes, 310. 
Merchandise, relation of clergy to, 14:3. 
Mesopotamia, pretended synod in, 12G. 
:Metropolitan rights, in Africa, 162; 
in general, and the relation of the 
ecclesiastical to the civil division of 
provinces, 381 (cf. Provinces); tJle 
three provisions of the metropoJitall 
arrangement confirmed at Nicæa, 
385, 387 ; the metropolitan has the 
right of confirming the election of 
bishops, 396; even the Patriarch 
cannot withdraw this right from the 
metropolitan, 396; afterwards thl
 
right was transferred to the Popp
 386. 
J\1:ilitary service (cj
 Service in \Var). 
l\'Iontanism, synods on account of, 77, 
89, Ill. 
Murder, ecclesiastical punishment of, 
140, 220; murder and adultery con- 
nected, 16.1, 220. 
NARBONNE, synod at, 116. 
N eocæsarea, synod at, 222. 
Nepos, Egyptian bishop and Millen- 
arian, 117. 
Nicæa, first {Ecumenical Synod 
at, by whom convoked, 91, 261, 
268; who presided, 36, 281; size 
and position of the city of, 270; 
genuine and pretended acts of the 
first Synod of, 262; authorities for 



the history of the SYllO(l of, 264 ; 
number of members of Synod, 270 ; 
Latins present at, 271 ; most pro- 
minent members, 2ïl; unedu
ated 
memhers, 272; date of the Synod, 
274,439; d
sputations at the Synod, 
277 ; whether þeathen philosophers 
were present at the Synod, 278; 
arrival of the Emperor, and solemn 
opening of the Synod, 279 ; mutual 
accusations of bishops, 282; :ìñãñïíë"r 
o f d eli b erat i on, 282; debates with 
the Eusebians, 28å; on È
ooO'la, 
and Óp,OO,)O'IO;, 287; Eusebius of 
Cæsarea proposes a creed, 288; 
his behaviour at the Synod, 288; 
Nicene Creed, 293; who did and 
did not subscribe, 295; subscrip- 
tions in the Acts, 296 ; punishment 
of Arius, 295, 297; decision of 
Easter question, 298; on the !vie- 
letians, 341; number of Nicene 
canons, 355 ; canons of Sardica often 
interchanged with those of Nicæa, 
356; Arabic canons of Nicæa, 359 ; 
how the opinion arose that the 
Synod of :Nicæa published more 
than twenty canons, 367; more 
pretended canons of Nicæa, 369 ;- 
contents of Nicene canons, 375 : (I.) 
In reference to eunuchs, 375; (2.) 
Tb at no novice is to be ordained, 
377; (3.) Against Syneisacti, 379; 
(4.) On the election and consecra- 
tion of bishop3, 381; (5.) On 
excommunication and provincial 
synods, 386; (6.) On the patri- 
archates, 389 ; (7.) On the rights of 
Jerusalem to honour, 404; (8.) On 
the N ovatians, 409; (9, 10.) On 
unwo
 tllLclerics, 414; (11-14.) On 
penance, 416; (15, 16.) Change of 
positions, 422; (17.) Against usury, 
424; (18.) Against the usurpation 
of deacons, 426; (19.) On the fol- 
lowers of Paul of Samosata and 
heretical baptism, 430; (20. ) On 
standing in prayer, 434 ;-whether 
the sixth Nicene canon says any- 
thing on the fapacy..... 394, 396; 
certainly in its Latin form, 401 ; 
whether this notion was rejected 
by the fourth <Ecumenical Synod, 
401 ; end of the Council of Nicæa, 
439; confirmation by Emperor, 440; 
distinction of the Council, 440; 
whether it asked for the confirma- 
tion of the Pope, 442, 445; spurious 
documents referring to the Nicene 
Council, 441; newly discovered 
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Coptic doouments, 294, 379, 382, 
388, :390. 
Nicæa, second <Ecumenical Synod of, 
by whom convoked, 14; who pre- 
sided at, 30. 
Nicolas, S., at the Synod of Nicæa, 
272. 
Nicomedia, pretended synod at, 260. 
Night, prayer at, in the cemeteries, 
151 ; women excluded from, 151. 
N oetus, 92. 
N ovatian schism, origin of, 93; 
synods upon, 93;. ordinance of 
Nicene Synod respecting, 410. 
OFFICE, ecclesiastical, not to be ex- 
changed with another, 185, 195, 
196, 422, 423. 
Offices, public, forbidden to Chris- 
tians, 139, 160, 161; afterwards 
allowed, 187. 
· OfL-OIOVO'IO;, 295. 
.OfL-OOVO'IO;, rejected by the Synod of 
Antioch of A.D. 269, 124; Diony- 
sius, Bishop of Alexandria, on this 
expression, 236; Arius rejects it, 
245; debates on it at Nicæa, 285 ; 
Zeal of the Emperor for it, 289; Euse- 
bius of Cæsarea wishes to avoid it, 
288 ; Synod of Nicæa adopts it into 
its creed, 287; some friends of 
Arius write ÓfL-OIOVO'IIJ; for, 295 ; ridi- 
culed by the partisans of Arius, 295. 
Ordination, whether that admini- 
stered by a schismatical cleric must 
be repeated, 352, 411 ; no bishop 
may ordain a strange cleric for his 
diocese, 423; nor any cleric in a 
strange diocese, 196; chorepiscopi 
and town priests not to ordain, 
212; whether baptism removes the 
impedirrtenta ordinis, 414. (Cf. 
Clerics. ) 
Oriental Synod, on account of Cerdo, 
8
; pretended, on accoun1t of 
:l\Ianes, 126. 
Origen, synods on account of, 87; 
gains over Beryllus of Bostra, 91 ; 
argues with the Hypnopsychites, 
91 ; defective in his doctrine of the 
Logos, 232. 
Osrhoëne, synod on account of the 
Easter festival, 81, 82. 
OÙO'la (cJ. ú9fóO''TaO'IS). 


P ÆDERASTIANS, not to receive the holy 
communion even in articulo 'liwrlis, 
167. 
Palestine, synod in, on account of 
Easter feast, 80, 82. 
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Pantomimi, reception of, in to the 
Church, 164, 187. 
Paphnutius, 272, 284, 435. 
Pascha, idea of, 307; 9fúrTxa lA,
(/'rTTIt.- 
rTlfUJII and rT'1'atJp
rTlp.OIl, 308. (Cj. 
Easter. ) 
Patriarchal rites, confirmed at Nicæa, 
389; when the title of Patriarch 
:\ssumed, 391; which were the 
patriarchal or supreme metropoli- 
tan sees, 895; in what the patri- 
archal rights consisted, 393; dif- 
ferent in different places, 394, 400; 
when Jerusalem became a patri- 
archate, 408; Roman patriarchate 
embraces the whole 'Vest, 307; 
in some parts of the 'Vest, Rome 
has not full patriarchal rights, 401. 
Paul of Samosata, 118, 237; baptism 
of his followers invalid, 430; how 
to deal with the clergy of his party 
when they return to the Church, 430. 
Pen ance, only one, 411 ; of the lapsi, 
138 (cj. Lapsi); on account of 
murder, etc., 139; on account of 
impurity, bigamy, etc., 140 f., 149, 
164-168, 170; for prostitution of 
children, 142; for intercourse with 
heathenism, 154, 162; power of 
penance in hands of bishop, only 
in case of necessity allowed to priest 
or deacon, 149. 
Pentecost, during, people are to stand 
In prayer, 434; feast of, 155. 
Pergamum, pretended synod at, 83. 
l"'etavius, defence of, 233. 
Peter of Alexandria, his doctrine of 
the Logos, 2
7. 
Pictures, forbidden in churche
, 151. 
rierius, his doctrine of the Logos, 236. 
Pisa, synod at, whether æcumenical, 
57. 
Pi
tus, Arian Bishop of Alexandria., 
246. 
Plays, scenic, 139, 164, 187. 
J}olycarp, S., on Easter fcsti\TaJ, 309. 
POlltus, synod at, 81, 82. 
Pope, convokes æcumenical counciIR, 
6 ; share of, in first eight æcumeni- 
cal councils, 8; all later æcumeni- 
cal synods undeniably convoked by 
the Popes, 8, 15; Pope, or his 
legates, preside at æcumenical 
synods, 27; actually presided at 
most ancient æcumenical synods, 
28; confirmation of decisions of 
councils belongs to the Pope, 42, 
446 ; confirmed, in fact, the deci- 
sions of first and fourth {Ecumenical 
Synods, 425; relation of Pope to 
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æcumenical 
ynod, 48; wlletlwr 
the Synod of 
icæa ordained any. 
thing with reference to the primacy 
of the Church, 394, 396, 401 ; prima, 
sedes non iudicatur a 'l'lwf}1.lam, 128 ; 
no universal ordinances promulgated 
without consent of Pope, 8, 446. 
Possessed, 148, 151. 
Prayer, at night, in cemeterie
, 150 ; 
to be offered standing on Sunùays 
and at Pentecost, 434. 
Prie
ts, country, their functions, 229 ; 
when they may minister in towns, 
229; their celibacy (cl. Celibacy); 
not to ordain in towns, 212; mu
t 
be respected by other clerics, 481 ; 
must maintain poor clerics, 481; 
negligent priests to be punished, 
481 ; must hold no separatist ser- 
vice, 469. (Cj. Clerics.) 
Priests, heathen, Christians acting the 
part of, 138. 
Primacy (cf. Pope); ecclesiastical, in 
Africa, 162, 174:. 
Privatus, a heretiC', 90, 97. 
Prústitution, ecclesiastical, punish- 
ment of, 143. 
Protopaschites, 3:!1. 
Provincial divisions, origin and rela- 
tion to civil, 381; Nicene Council 
decides that the ecclesiastical pro- 
vince .shall ordinarily be same as 
civil, 382 ; three subjects of provin- 
cial arrangements, 384; division of 
provinces in Mrica and Spain, 162 ; 
in Egypt, 389. 
Provincial Synods, to be held twice :.\ 
year, 387. 
QUARTODECll\IANS (cf. Easter). 
RAPTUS (if. Virgins). 
Hegiones suburbicariæ, 393. 
Robber-Synod, 8, 42. 
Rome, the patriarchal rights of this 
see confirmed at Nicæa, 39
1; patri- 
archate of, extends over the whole 
'Vest, 397; in some provinces of the 
1Vest, Rome has not full patriarchal 
rights, 401 (cf. Pope); pretended 
synods at Rome in second century, 
83 ; on account of Origen, 88 ; synod 
at Rome (A.D. 251),95; (about A.D. 
260), 118; (A.D. 331), 179. 


SATIELLIUS, lIS. 
Sabinus of Heraclea, 272. 
Sacrifice, Christian wQrship is a, !)2, 
201, 227, 429; one who does not com- 
municate, not to make offerings, 148. 



Sacrifice
, heathen, Christians not to 
be spectators of, 163. 
Sardica, Synod of, whether æcume- 
nical, 55. 
S
tires not to be placed in churches, 
159. 
Saturday, fast on, 147 ; only one Sa- 
turday in year to be a fast-day, 484. 
Seculld us, Arian bis bop, exiled, 293. 
Sedes prima, in Afri('a and Spain = 
metropolitan see, IG2. 
Seleueia, pretended synod at, 85. 
Senex, in Africa == metropolitan, 174. 
Service, divine, not to be left before 
the end; all present at, to take part 
in prayer and in holy communion, 
461; :private, in conventicles, for- 
bidden, 469. 
Service in war, obligation to, 185; 
those who served under Licinius 
punished, 417; forbidden to the 
hlgher clergy, 490. 
Sicily, pretended synod in, 83. 
Sick, may be baptized and confirmed 
before the regular time, 142, 187. 
Simony, fees regarded as, 157 ; no one 
by, to become bishop, 469. 
Sin, one guilty of mortal, not to be 
made deacon, 169. (Cf Clergy, 
Penance, Lapsi.) 
Sins of thought, not punished by the 
Church, 225. 
Sinuessa, pretended synod at, 127. 
Slaves, treatment of, and care of 
Church for, 139; Christian masters 
not to provide an idolatrous service 
for heathen slaves, 154; slaves used 
for indulgence of lust, 166 ; not to 
be ordained without consent of mas- 
ters, 490. 
Son of God, the præ-Arian doctrine 
of the Son of God, 2:n; that of 
Origen, 232, 239; that of Dionysiml! 
of Alexandria, 234; of Dionysius of 
Rome, 234 ; of Theognostus, Pierius, 
and Peter of Alexandria, 236; of 
Lucian of Antioch, 237 ; of Arius, 
239, 249, 231, 253; of Eusebius of 
Nicomedia, 243 ; the orthodox doc- 
trine of the Logos of Bishop Alex- 
ander of Alexandria, 251; how 
Arius misrepresents the orthodox 
doctrine, 252; Arius teaches that 
the Son is ÙIIÓ
l)lfJ; to the Father, 
257; the Eusebians declare their 
doctrine of the Logos at Nicæa, 
286; the Fathers of Nicæa com- 
pelled to express themselves care- 
fully, 287 ; they select the ÓP.IJIJÚfflfJ;, 
287 ; doctrine of the Logos of Euse- 
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I bius of Cæsarea, 288; the Nicelle 
I doctrine, 289. 
I Spadones (if. Eunuchs). 
Spain, metropolitan divisions in, 162. 
Spiridion, Bishop of Cyprus, mem- 
ber of the Synod of Nicæa, 27
, 
284. 
Standing, on Sunday, in prayer, 434. 
State, office of, unùer what condi- 
tions to be held by a Christian, 
187. 
Stephen, Pope, his part in controversy 
respecting heretical baptism, 99; 
whether he considered all heretical 
baptism as valid, 108. 
Step-daughter, marriage with, forbid- 
den, lü5. 
Strike, clergy not to, 468. 
Subintroductæ mulieres, 148, 219, 379 ; 
Leontius emasculates himself, in 
order to live with a subintruducta, 
376; wider meaning of, 380. 
Subordiuationism, 234, 239. 
Suhurbicariæ regiones anù ecclesiæ, 
398. 
Su perpositio, 148. 
Superstition, with tapers, 150; Chris- 
tians allowing their fruits to be 
blessed by Jews, 158. 
Synnada, synod at, 90. 
Synod, idea and origin of, 1 ; whether 
a divine or human institution-their 
authority, I, 2; most ancient synods, 
2, 77 ; different kinds of synods, 2 ; 
idea of an æcumenical synod, 3; 
reasons for holding æcumenical 
synods, 5; who convokes synods, 
6; who convoked, in fact, the first 
eight æcumenical synods, 8; who 
the later, 8, 15 ; members of synods, 
IG; clwrepiscopi as members, 17; 
laity at synods, 18, 24, 25; women 
at synods, 24; emperors and kings 
and their commissaries at synods, 
25; whether they have a right to 
be present at other than æcumenical 
synods, 26; doctors, abbots, titular 
bishops, etc., at synods, 21, 64; 
who has a vote at synods, 18, 19, 
2;
; who subscribes the acts, 20, 
25; secretaries and notaries of 
synods, 21; presidency of synods, 
27 ; who presided at the first eight 
æcumenical synods, 28; who pre- 
sided at the Robber-Synod, 42; 
confirmation of decrees of synod8 
by the Emperor, 42, 440; by the 
Pope, 44, 442, 446; relation of 
Pope to æcumenical synoù, 49; Ill- 
fallibility of the æcumenical sYllod, 
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52; appeal from Pope to æcume- 
nical synod, 54; number of æcu- 
menical synods, 54; uncontested anrl 
contested æcumenical synods, 55; 
order of precedence at synods, 64 ; 
solemnities at the opening of a 
synod, 65; manner of voting at 
synods, 66; manner of publication 
of decrees of synod, 67; collec- 
tions of councils, 67 ; works on the 
11Ïstory of synods, 67; provincial 
synods to be held twice a year, 
387. 
SYl1odicu
, libelIus, 78. 

'ynodus htr.,u.lJùtTa, 4. 


I
DEX. 


their daughters, 142; unchastihr 
. c?upled with inf
nticide, 220. 
 
"f<;rOtTrratTl;, used In same sense a
 
Substance or Essence at Nicæa 
2
J. ' 
Usury, forbidden, 145, 190, 42.-1, 476. 


V ALESIAXS, heretics, 92. 
Yiaticum, 419. 
Victor, Pope, bis part ill the Easter 
contrOVtrsy, 313. 
Yictorius of Aquitaine, his 'Easter 
cycle, 3
O, 44:t 
Victorius, lloman heretic, in the third 
century, 44:3. 
Vienne, the Synod of, in 1311, was it 
æcumenical? 56. 
Vigils in cemeteries, 150; forbidden 
to women, 151. 
Virgins, punishment of the errors of, 
143 ; of both sexes, 144, 149, 218 ; 
one who has taken a vow of vir- 
ginity not to marry, 218 ; rape of, 
211. 
Virginity, what kind of value, and 
what sinful, 479. 


TAPERS, nut to be lighted at graves, 
150. 
'raverns, clergy not to frequent, 480. 
'f'ertul1ian, on heretical baptism, lOG. 
Theatre (see Plays). 
'fheft of clergy, how pnnished, 467. 
Theodotus the tanner, 80. 
Theognis of Nicæa, 295, 297. 
Theognostus, his doctrine of the 
Logos, 236. 
Theonas, Arian bishop, 295. 
Trac1itores, 191; clericaJ, to be de- 'VEAPONS, use of, out of war, for- 
posed, 191 ; ordination by, whether bidden, 185. 
valid, 191. J "Tidows, punishment of, for carnal 
Travellers, must have letters of peace, sins, 167. 
463, 471; without sucb, to be 'Vine, not sinful, 479. 
relieved, but not received into \Vithcraft, murder throug'b, 140 ; ec- 
communion, 471 ; support of, from clesiastical punishment of, 221. 
church property, 475. 'Vitnesses, punishment of false, 16B. 
Trullanum, 56. 'Vomen, strange, in the houses of 
clerics, 148; at synods, 24; not to 
spend the night in cemeteries, 151; 
not to receive or send letters, 171 ; 
not to keep slaves for plea
ure, 
}G5; with child to be baptized, 
226. 


UNCHASTITY, punishment of, 140, 
141 ; of virgins dedicated to God, 
143, 218 ; of virgins in the world, 
143; of young people, 149, 218; of 
widows, 167; of clerics, 145, 223, 
467 ; of women with slaves, 165; 
with eunuchs, 166; with beasts, 
215 ; one guilty of unchastity not 
to be ordained, 149, 228; forgive- 
ness of, after baptism, 149; pun- 
ishment of parents who prostitute 


ZOEGA edits Coptic fragments re- 
ferring to the Council of Nicæa, 
. 265. 
Zosimus, POpf>, takes the canons d 
Sardica for Nicene, 35ü. 


MURRAY AND GIBB, EDI
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· I feel satisfied that, if the whole is completed after the same manner, it will be 
the Commentary par excellence in the English Language. Indeed as a Commentary 
for popular use, I know nothing equal to it in any language.'-Rev. Professor 
Lindsay Alexander, D. D. 


In FOllt Volumes, imperial 8vo, handsomely bound, ptice 18s. each, 
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From the Right Rev. the Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol. 
, A useful, valuable, and instructive commentary. In all the interpretation is set forth 
with clearness and cogency, and in a manner calculated to commend the volumes to the 
thoughtful reader. The book is beautifuUy got up, and reflects great credit on the 
publishers as well as the writers.' 


From the Right Rev. the Bishop of Winchester. 
'I have looked into this volume, and read several of the notes on crucial passages. 
TheJ- seem to me very well done, with great faÏlness. and with evident knowlf'dg-e of 
the controversies concerning them. The illustrations are very good. I cannot doubt 
that the book wiH prove very valuable.' 
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From 'The Evangelical Magazine.' 
, The second volume has just been published of this really admirably work. . . . The 
reader is not perplexed with controversial exegesis, but he will find throughout a well 
considered exposition, of great value and importance. The names of the writers are a 
pledge for accurate scholarship, well considered translations, and ample acquaintance 
with the entire surroundings of the narrative which they here illustrate.' 


From 'The Record.' 
'The first volume was warmly recommended in these columns soon after it was 
published, and we are glad to be able to give as favourable a testimony to the second 
volume. The commentators have given the results of their own researches in a simple 
style, with brevity, but with sufficient fulness; and their exposition is, all through, 
eminently readable. The work is one which students of even considerable learning may 
read with interest and with profit. . . . The results of the most recent inquiries are 
given in a very able and scholarly manner.' 


From 'The London Quarterly Review.' 
, The second volume lies before us, and cannot fail to be successful. "\Ve have care- 
fully examined that part of the volume which is occupied with St. John-of the Acts we 
shall speak by and by and elsewhere-and think that a more honest, thorough, and, in 
some respects, perfeci piece of work has not lately been given to the public. '1'he two 
writers are tolerably well known; and known as possessing precisely the qualities, 
severally and jointly, which this kind of labour demands. \Ve may be sure that in them 
the highest Biblical scholarship, literary taste, and evangelical orthodoxy mf:et. There 
is something beautiful in their conjoint authorship, and in the account they give of it. 
The suppression of individuality is ethically graceful, .and more than graceful. . . . "\Ve 
must needs make a digression in order to notice a very beautiful note; one, indeed, that 
is more than simply beautiful, inasmuch as it throws a rich light on the coming dis- 
course. . . . It will be found, by one who reads on from this point, how invigorating a 
little introduction like this is. Drs. Milligan and Moulton abound in similar instances 
of insight into the hidden links between history and teaching. . . . The large and noble 
views which are propounded in this note are not usuaUy found in commentaries, certainly 
not in " popular" commentaries. . . . The note of our two commentators on vel'. 26 we 
may once more quote 8S a model in its dealing with a difficulty. Of this also we may 
say that it is the clearest, most finished, and most satisfactory note we have seen on the 
verse. . . . But we must lay down these most profitable volumes. We feel that the 

uthors have laid us under a deep debt. Not long hence we hope to have their guidance 
III a study of the doctrine of the Holy Spirit in St. John's Gospel.' 


From 'The Wesleyan Methodist Magazine.' 
'This volume fully sustains the high character of its predecessor. The Introduction 
to St. John's Gospel is everything t.hat could be desired. The exposition is quite as 
scholarly as it is popular. . . . We have some fine and masterly commenting. . . . The 
Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles is the most interesting and popular exposition 
of that book we have yet met witb. . . . The work, as a whole, is well worthy of the 
reputation of its learned authors.' 


From ' The Aberdeen Free Press.' 
'The second volume of this most valuable commentary has now reached us. . . . From 
the names and position and reputation of the writers, we naturally expected a contribution 
to scientific exegesis of marked and outstanding value, and we have to say that we 
have not been disappointed. The work done is of a very high order indeed. No 
difficulty has been evaded.' 


From C Methodist New Connexion Magazine.' 
, The present volume, like its predecessor, is issued in a style which places it beyond 
criticism as regards external features. . . . For scholarly thoroughness the "Popular 
Commentary" is unsurpassed, if not unrivalled, by any similar work extant.' 


From 'The Methodist Recorder.' 
'The thoroughness and conscientiousness with which the least details are discussed 
sI:ow that the work has been a labour of love, and where, as here, such love is united 
wIth complete knowledge the result is a model commentary.'.; 
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From 'The Baptist Magazine.' 
, The second volume will do more than maintain the favourable impression created by 
he first. It possesses all the excellences of its predecessor, and has many others 
)eculiarly its own.' 
From 'The Methodist.' 
, The notes are full of proofs of care and of scholarship, and put within the reach of the 
'eaders of English many of the results of minute study of the original text. Though the 
/'lork is not designed primarily for homiletical purposes, yet there is in it, here and there, 

 rich suggestiveness which preachers will weB know how to appreciate.' 
From 'The Daily Review.' 
'"\Ve trust that this work will meet with that cordial reception at the hands of the 
;hristian public which it so well deserves; . . . our readers cannot fail to see that 
t contains the results of the ripest scholarship of
 our own day, and that its 
ralue is not confined to the unlearned. It will prove serviceable to pastor, to Sabbath- 
;chool teacher, and to the artisan, who desires to be, as a scribe, instructed unto the 
dngdom. We can only express the hope that, among all these classes, the "Popular 
Jommentary on the New 'Testament" will secure a circulation commensurate with its 

reat and numerous merits.' 
From r The Catholic Presbyterian.' 
'The" Popular Commentary on the New Testament" is a book that attracts at first 
:ight-handsome, substantial, well printed, well illustrated; and the more it is examined 
he more it appears adapted to its purpose. That purpose is to present to ordinary 
'eaders. in a simple form, the best results of recent scholarship on all expository and 
lIustrative matters connected with the New Testament
 and at the same time to bring 
mt the great practical and spiritual lessons of the various books. The most competent 
:cholars and trustworthy expositors arc responsible for this work, on which, it is evident, 
LO pains have been spared.' 
From 'The Clergyman's Magazine.' 
'The commentary with which we have been most impressed and delighted is that 
vhich is called the" Popular Commentary," of which the second volume is now before 
lS. This immense volume is full of illustrations and maps. It is profound, no less than 
)opular; we have all the results of a very extensive and exact scholarship; the con- 
:lusions arrived at present in a simplified form the result of most careful processes. In 
'espect to copiousness, scholarship, careful exegesis, and abundant illustration, the work 
eaves nothing to be desiderated.' 
From r The Spectator.' 
'A valuable addition to the already copious library of exegesis which is now at the 
'ommand of the English student, or reader of the Bible.' 
From 'The American Presbyterian Review.' 
'Nothing has been spared to make this beautiful volume attractive and useful. 'Vhile 
ts design, 'which is to put English readers in possession of the latest results of scholar- 
Ihip, excludes much that is technical, the standing of the authors renders their work of 
,lmost as much value to students of the original as if it were expressly int.ended for 
hem. . . . With aìl these assurances of accuracy, the volume presents a rare combination 
)f attractions. . . . Throughout the commentary the scholarship and reverent treat- 
nent are eminently characteristic. This second volume in both parts cannot fail to 
lttract, and to prove satisfactory to all classes of readers, and will awaken expectation 
)f the remainder of the series.' 


From 'The Guardian.' 
'There are few, if any, better helps for the study of the Acts than those contained in 
his volume, and the Dean of Chester's contrilmtions give it a special usefulness and 
ralue. ' 


From 'The Irish Ecclesiastical Gazette/ 
'This most valuable commentary. . . . The notes strike us as wonderfully full. 
rhe text is beautifully and clearly printed, and footnotes supply aliter readings, or more 

ccurate rEmderings of the original. A peculiar speciality in this commentary are the 
Roodcuts and steel engravings which illustrate the sacred narrative, and which are 
>eautifullyexecuted. We must add, however, that the fairness of the criticism, as far 
lS we haye been able to judge of it by some crucial tests, and the strong desire mani- 
'ested to be impartial, goes more to recommend the commentary to our Judgment than 
.ny other feature in it.' 


[Continued on next page. 
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From the Very Rev. Edward Bickersteth, D.D., Dean of Lichfield and 
Prolocutor of Canterbur,y. 
'I have been looking into this volume, and I am much struck with the fumess and 
accuracy of the annotations, wherever I have examined them, as well as with the 
general excellence of the work.' 


From Rev. W. G. T. Shedd, D.D. (Presbyterian), Professor in Union Theological 
Seminary, New York. 
'Having examined the volume with some care, it impresses me as admirably adapted 
to the class for whom it is prepared, and calculated to promote a popular understanding 
of the Word of God. It selects the important words and clauses, and explains them 
concisely yet thoroughly. It grapples with the difficult questions, and answers them 
generally in a satisfactory manner. The illustrations are well chosen, and the style in 
which the book is made is very attractive.' 


From C The General Baptist Magazine.' 
'As an exposition it is lucid and fun, informing and suggestive, marked by solid 
scholarship and glowing devotion. Nowhere are difficulties shirked, and all the crucial 
passages we have tested-and they are many-are handled in a most felicitous and 
effective way. Altogether it is, far out of sight, the best commentary for the home, the 
school, and for popular use generally, in existence.' 


From C The Primitive Methodist Magazine.' 
'When the second volume appeared we gave the work a somewhat lengthy notice, 
speaking- in high terms of its qualities, and warmly recommending it to our readers. 
We had not, indeed, fallen in with any work of the kind which impressed us more 
favourably, or seemed in most respects to come nearer to our idea of what a 'popular' 
commentary should be. The favourable opinion then formed, has decidedly improved 
upon a more intimate acquaintance with the work. In our Biblical readings we have 
often had occasion to consult it, and seldom, if ever, without obtaining substantial help; 
more than once indeed the help has been such as to evoke our warmest gratitude. . . . 
It would be difficult, we imagine, to bring together an equal number of men better 
qualified for the imporbmt work assigned them; and we can with confidence say they 
have performed it in a manner worthy of their high reputation. Our estimate of the 
work may be judged by the fact, that on being asked the other day by some young 
missionaries what commentary we would recommend, we said in reply, by all means 
get Schaff's Commentary, now being published by the Messrs. Clark of Edinburgh.' 


From (The Christian Progress.' 
, The results of modern scholarship are presented in a simple a.nd intelligible form: 
and we think that many will be thankful to the publishers for such a combination of 
scholarly information and exegesis, with simplicity and clearness of expression.' 


From 'The North British Daily Mail.' 
'There is no crudeness, no superficiality, no sign of hasty composition. The whole 
bears the mark of patient, careful, earnest work. There is no parade of learning, but 
there is abundant evidence of admirable scholarship, while there is also a keen and clear 
insight into the meaning of the inspired writers.' 


From 'The Homilist.' 


, The explanations :Ire chiefly exegetical, but some are doctrinal and practical. The 
results of extensive reading and very careful thought are given in brief but clear 
language. . . . The work is clliefly intended for English readers, but the most scholarJy 
may derive pleasure and profit from it.' 
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Just published, Second Edition, in One VvZume, 8vo, price 128., 


FINAL 


C A USE S. 


By PAUL JAXET, Member of the Institute, Paris. 


trransIate'l1 (runt tI)e Iateàt jfrel1C9 
11ítíon lip WilHam 
medt, J3.m. 


CONTENTS.-PRELIMINARY CHAPTER-The Problem. BOOK I.-The Law of 
Finality. BOOK H.-The First Cause of Finality. ,ApPENDIX. 


'This very learned, accurate, and, within its prescribed limits, exhaustive work. . 
The book as a whole abounds in matter of the highest interest, and is a model of learn- 
ing and judicious treatment.'-Gual'dian. 
'Illustrated and defended with an ability and learning which must command the 
reader's admiration.' -Dublin Review. 


, A great contribution to the literature of this subject. M. Janet has mastered the 
conditions of the problem, is at home in the literature of science and philosophy, and has 
that faculty of felicitous expression which makes French books of the highest class such 
delightful reading; . . . in clearness, vigour, and depth it has been seldom equalled, and 
more seldom excelled, in philosophicalliterature.'-Spectator. 
'A wealth of scientific knowledge and a. logical acumen which will win the admiration 
;)f every reader.'-CkU1'ck Quarterly Revew. 
, Both on the physical and on the metaphysical side the work is well worth studying. 
It is the best l'ecent work on a controversy which, if it has not yet found its way to 
)ur pulpits, is keenly discussed in all educated circles.'-Cle1YlIman's JJfaga:ine. 
, The book is a valuable addition to the permanent literature on this great subject, and 
we welcome its appearance in an English dress, as supplying a want in the philo- 
;ophical thought of the day regarding natural theology. I-British Quarte'dy Review. 
'M. Janet has done his work with a sustained power, a logical acuteness, and an 

xtensive knowledge of many provinces of science which is worthy of all praise and 
hanks.'-Literary Churchman, 


'One of those exhaustive pieces of reasoning, which go thoroughly to prove the validity 
)f the view of Final Causes which the Author has adopted.'-Bell's Weekly Messen!Jo'. 


'One of the most important contributions of late years made to European Iiterature.'- 
'J:nglish Independent. 


, The style of this distinguished essayist throughout is singularly philosophical. He 
5 always calm and cool, eminently analytic and painstaking, yet often tl1rowing 0-" 
ew and striking views of the subject without the slightest parade.'-Tablct. 
L This is perhaps the most exhaustive book that has been written on a subject with 
,hich all deep thinkers have been more or less exercised.'-Eu[Jlish Cltu'1:chman. I 
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